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Abstract 
 
This dissertation examines the use of the quantitative sciences – particularly statistics and 
cartography – to bring order to the chaotic landscape of nationalities in central Europe across 
the long nineteenth century.  It shows how numbers and maps were used to transform the 
abstract and frustratingly plastic concept of nationality into a seemingly tangible entity, 
whose exact spatial dimensions could objectively be measured, classified and ultimately 
managed.  The production of this scientific knowledge, I argue, thus made possible the 
practical application of nationalist ideology to everyday life.  Armed with scientifically 
‘accurate’ ethnographic tables and maps states could redraw political and administrative 
boundaries to match perceived lines of ethnic difference, while nationalist organizations 
could develop actionable strategies to intervene in nationality conflicts across the globe.  In 
this way, my work contributes to longstanding debates about the origins of radical 
nationalism at the end of the nineteenth century.  It highlights the linkage between scientific 
practice, visuality and the nationalization of politics, paying particular attention to the role 
played by technologies of representation and knowledge networks in convincing Europeans 
that they had found a reliable way to objectify nationality. 
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Preface/Acknowledgements 
 
A dissertation is a funny creature.  On the one hand, it is supposed to be an ending – 
the culmination of many years of work in the classroom, in the archive and, of course, sitting 
in front of the computer screen diligently trying to boil a seemingly endless amount of 
information down into a single, coherent and historiographically useful argument.  In this 
sense it is a finished product, an end point, if you will.  And yet at the same time, it is also 
only a rest stop, a transitive point leading to a more glorious destination - the book!  It is, 
therefore, more like a sculpture or a painting, endlessly evolving over time as the artist gains 
new perspectives and insights.  It is an evolutionary moment, whose focus, contours, and 
angles constantly change across its life.  
Over the course of the past eight years, I have learned this evolutionary lesson well.  
This dissertation began a long time ago as a study in the contrasts between racial and national 
identities in the imperial German context – an attempt to understand why certain cultural 
activists such as Julius Langbehn or Ludwig Schemann began to build their programs for 
national renewal around non-Germans like the Dutch painter Rembrandt, the English 
playwright Shakespeare and the French diplomat Gobineau.  Yet somewhere along the way – 
perhaps in the special collections reading section of the Albert Ludwig Universität in 
Freiburg or perhaps while exploring in the adjacent Black Forest – I began to wander off this 
path.  Frustrated by the seemingly incessant contradictions found in these activists’ 
ideological assertions of the need for national purity and the willingness to disregard such 
purity when it came to practice for political expedience, I began to realize the slippery and 
multi-layered nature of national identity in the Kaiserreich.  Nationality, as I try to show in 
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the first chapter, did not conform to any standard set of categories, but tended to evolve and 
adapt contingent to the setting, time and person in or through which it was articulated. 
 It was in this context that I became increasingly aware of the frequency with which 
these same individuals fell back on cartography and statistics to represent the ever elusive 
idea of nationality.  Numbers and maps provided clarity where the category of ‘nation’ had 
been opaque, presenting the viewer with a misleading but comforting sense of order.  I began 
to realize the potential for a much more interesting and practically workable subject of 
historical examination – which now appears before you in the present form. 
To effect this change was not achieved without sacrifice.  Much of the research had to 
be done after the conclusion of my formal research year (2005-2006), and there were 
valuable archives that I had to visit in subsequent summers or which I would still like to visit 
in the near future.  As the project evolved, its comparative dimensions became more 
interesting – especially similar efforts taking place in the great multi-national empires of 
Eastern Europe where the production of order in the landscape of nationalities became 
increasingly desirable as the nineteenth century wore on (nor were the French and British 
efforts to measure nationality as disinterested as they are often portrayed).  I hope in the 
future to be able to expand my research into these areas, to address the questions examined 
here in more detail from a European rather than simply a (northern) German perspective.  
Expanding my research into the history of the business side of map-making would also prove 
valuable to my mind, casting light on a territory that has all too often escaped historian’s 
attention.  At any rate, I feel confident that the process of evolution outlined above with 
respect to scholarly work will continue after July 2010, and beg the reader’s patience in the 
meantime for the work that follows. 
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Of course, personal and academic sacrifices are but one side of the practice of 
research, and they often pale in comparison to the amount of required to conduct historical 
scholarship.  For their generous monetary support over the years, I will always be grateful to 
the many organizations and individuals that helped make this dissertation possible.  These 
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the History Department at the University of Illinois.  I am also grateful for the help I have 
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“’Germany’?  But where is it?  I know not how to find the country.” – Friedrich Schiller (1795) 1 
“I wish to speak to my people, but how shall I address you, German people?  What and where are you?  I 
seek but cannot find you”  - E.M. Arndt, Spirit of the Times, (1809)2 
 
Introduction 
 
The Problem 
 
On Sunday the 13th of December 1807, the Saxon philosopher Johann Gottlieb 
Fichte began the first installment of his Addresses to the German Nation – a passionate 
series of lectures that called upon the German speaking peoples of Europe to unite under 
the banner of the nation in opposition to Napoleonic France.  Often portrayed as one of 
the seminal moments in the development of German nationalism, the Addresses have 
achieved a sort of legendary status over the years, driven by a long line of positive 
commentary testifying to their historical importance.  Invoked at varying intervals by 
figures ranging from Carl von Clausewitz and Heinrich von Treitzschke to Friedrich 
Ebert and Martin Heidegger for their inspirational idealism, they have often been 
portrayed in secondary literature as an archetypical example of messianic nationalism. 3  
Indeed, few histories today of modern Germany are written without an explicit reference 
to them and their importance in effecting a “nationalist turn” at the start of the nineteenth 
                                               
1
 The oft-cited quote – which is also sometimes attributed to Goethe – comes from a 1795 poem written by 
Schiller that was later republished as part of an anonymous series of satirical epigrams under the name 
Xenien by both Goethe and Schiller in the Musenalmanach of 1797.  See T.J. Reed, The Classical Centre: 
Goethe and Weimar 1775-1832 (London: Croom Helm, 1980), pp. 79-94 
2
 Quoted in Hans Kohn, “Arndt and the Character of German Nationalism,” The American Historical 
Review 54. (Jul., 1954), p. 970 
3
 On the historical reception of the Addresses, see Gregory Moore, “Introduction” in Johann Gottlieb 
Fichte, Addresses to the German Nation, ed. Gregory Moore (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2008), pp. xxxii-xxxvi.  For an example of Fichte as a prophet of “messianic nationalism,” see Dante L. 
Germino, Machiavelli to Marx: Modern Western Political Thought (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 
1972), pp. 300-308 
 2 
century, and excerpts of Fichte’s text are often reproduced for students in primary source 
readers.4 
Lost in this warm historical enthusiasm for the Addresses is the rather important 
fact that at the time they were given, they were essentially a failure.5  Fichte’s primary 
policy proposal – a reform of the Prussian education system modeled on the teachings of 
the Swiss pedagogue Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi – was never seriously considered by any 
German state, nor did his fiery words prompt any uprising of the masses.  Instead, the 
princes and their professional armies would play the decisive part in the expulsion of 
Napoleon, with the majority of national patriotic resistance being manifest by word rather 
than by deed.6  When the war was over Fichte’s new Germany (like the Addresses 
themselves) was suppressed, buried by an aristocratic reaction that had little interest in 
bringing this national unity about.  Indeed, even as late as 1848 when the great popular 
revolt did take place, Germans were still unable to turn Fichte’s dream into a political 
reality. 
The reason behind the short-term failure of the Addresses was largely the same as 
that which underwrote their longer term success: powerful and inspiring, they provided 
no blueprint or commentary for transferring this idealistic notion of the nation into a 
                                               
4
 Typical of scholarly descriptions of the role of the Addresses in the evolution of German nationalism is 
the following passage by Thomas Nipperdey: “A new nationalist ideology was born.  It was propagated and 
publicized primarily by the philosopher Fichte, beginning with his Berlin ‘Addresses to the German 
Nation’ of 1806-07.”  See Nipperdey, Germany from Napoleon to Bismarck 1800-1866, tr. Daniel Nolan 
(Dublin: Gill & Macmillian, 1996), p. 19.  Other examples can be found in Hagen Schulze,  The Course of 
German Nationalism: From Frederick the Great to Bismarck, 1763-1867, tr. Sarah Hanbury-Tenison 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p. 111 ff.; James Sheehan, German History, 1770-1866 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), pp. 376-378 
5
 Ibid., p. 377 
6
 At their height, the much mythologized volunteer units or Freikorps only made up about 12.5% of the 
Prussian armies.  Moreover, their membership tended to be disproportionately Prussian and was comprised 
mostly of educated elites and artisans.  Nipperdey, Germany, pp. 68-69.  On the postwar construction of 
popular memory, see among others Christopher Clark, Iron Kingdom: the Rise and Downfall of Prussia, 
1600-1947 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006), pp. 380-381   
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physical reality.7  Framing his understanding of what this thing “German” actually was 
primarily in terms of an imagined linguistic and genealogical descent from the ancient 
Teutonic tribes, Fichte made no comment as to where exactly this German nation was 
(was it Arndt’s pan-European linguistic community or simply the territories of the former 
Holy Roman Empire?) or who should actually be viewed as a member of it (Jews, 
Catholics, Alsatians?).8  Such a rhetorical position enabled the speeches to appeal to a 
wide audience, transcending the traditional regional, political, religious and class 
differences that had long divided the fractured German landscape.  Yet it also left would-
be German patriots without the clear sense of spatial order needed to transform this 
nationalist idealism into an effective political program.  The task remained, then, for them 
to find a way to translate the abstract idea of the nation expressed in the Addresses into a 
tangible substance that could readily and reliably be applied to reality.  It is this quest to 
objectify and order, to translate and apply the nation that forms the central story of this 
dissertation. 
 
Needless to say, the generation of German patriots that followed Fichte was well 
aware of the need to put flesh on the ideological bones of the national imaginary. To 
accomplish this task they would pursue a variety of strategies, feeling their way into the 
                                               
7
 As Gregory Moore describes them, they were more a utopian effort “to present a vision of what Germans 
have been, are and yet might be,” to challenge Germans to begin “enacting their nationhood” rather than 
the advancement of a specific set of policies or political programs.  Moore, “Introduction,” p. xxi   
8
 So vague was this definition that Fichte admitted that the Scandinavian peoples could also be seen as 
Germans too – a sentiment that could also be found in the writings of other early German patriots such as 
Friedrich List and Jacob Grimm – among others – also shared similar views.  On Fichte, see Ibid., pp. 47-
57.  On List and Grimm, Louis L. Snyder, the Roots of German Nationalism (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1978); also see Martin Gehradt und Walther Hubatsch, Deutschland und Skandinavien: 
im Wandel der Jahrhunderte (Bonn: Ludwig, Röhrscheid Verlag, 1950) 
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national world that existed foremost in their heads. 9   They would start by establishing a 
pantheon of national heroes (Arminius, Barbarossa) and texts (the Nibelungenlied, 
Tacitus’ Germania), write patriotic songs and stories (Hoffmann’s Deutschlandlied), 
build monuments to celebrate the national glory (the Walhalla temple in Regensberg) and 
reconstruct narratives of the past that showed the nation as a dynamic historical actor 
(historicism, romanticism, philology).10  Yet none of these efforts were ever truly 
successful – at least in terms of creating a practical method for applying the idea of 
nationality to formal politics.  Vague, subjective and often hard to define on a consistent 
basis, they were more often projections of what the nation was supposed to be rather than 
an answer to the critical questions of what it was or where it was already located. 11  To 
solve these problems, then, would require an appeal to the power of science, in particular 
the emergent discipline of statistics and its close ally cartography.12 
It may seem natural today to think of populations in numerical terms, but as 
several scholars have demonstrated this process of learning to see large social bodies 
                                               
9
 There is obvious a large body of literature on this topic.  See, example, see George Mosse, 
Nationalization of the Masses: Political Symbolism and Mass Movements in Germany from the Napoleonic 
Wars Through the Third Reich (New York: Howard Fertig, 1975); Patrick Geary, The Myth of Nations: the 
Medieval Origins of Europe (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), pp. 19-30 
10
 An excellent résumé of these diverse efforts can be found in Nipperdey, Germany, pp. 262-274 
11
 Some Enlightenment figures such as Leibniz had advocated the mapping of the natural borders of the 
nation based on language during the seventeenth century, but little effort was made to actually undertake 
such measurements.  Interest in locating such boundaries was rekindled during the Napoleonic wars in 
reaction to the rapid territorial alterations effected by the French, though these debates tended to bog down 
over questions about which natural features (mountains, borders, rivers) were markers of said borders.  On 
Leibniz, see Arthur Robinson, Early Thematic Mapping in the History of Cartography (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1982), p. 54.  On the nineteenth century search for natural borders, see Hans-
Dietrich Schultz, “Deutschlands ‘natürliche’ Grenzen: ‘Mittellage’ und ‘Mitteleuropa’ in der Diskussion 
der Geographen seit dem Beginn des 19. Jahrhunderts,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 15. (1989), pp. 248-
281; Brian Vick, Defining Germany: the 1848 Frankfurt Parliamentarians and National Identity 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2002), pp. 22-23 
12
 As we shall see in chapter II, the emergence of statistics as a “discipline” was something that evolved 
over time, moving especially from the collection of descriptive data to one that was more numerical in 
nature.  I use the term in this dissertation according to its modern definition, i.e. as the collection and study 
of numerical data.  On the institutionalization of statistics, see Libby Schweber, Disciplining Statistics: 
Demography and Vital Statistics in France and England, 1830-1885 (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2006)  
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through the digit was something that had to be learned over time.13  Over the course of 
the first third of the nineteenth century, the rising demand for an empirical methodology 
within the social sciences (expressed, for example, in the writings of Comte and Mill) led 
to great “enthusiasm” for the quantitative sciences, which it was hoped could be used to 
detect unseen patterns and trends and eventually uncover the existence of social laws.14  
After a brief flirtation with descriptive methods, the use of numbers to quantify various 
economic, social and cultural phenomena soon gained ascendancy – driven in large part 
by what Bruno Latour has described as their ability to be both “mobile” and 
“immutable.”15  On the one hand, they were apersonal expressions that appeared to 
eliminate bias, engendering them with a false sense of objectivity that was all too often 
taken for realism (freed from their subjective opinions, it was assumed, two different 
researchers using similar methodologies would produce the same results, thus confirming 
the accuracy of their claims).16  Yet they were also highly mobile, capable of being 
deployed and understood in a variety of scientific and social discourses without losing 
                                               
13
 For a brief overview see Bernard Cohen, The Triumph of Numbers.  How Counting Shaped Modern Life 
(New York: Norton Co., 2005).  Also see Ian Hacking, “Biopower and the Avalanche of Printed Numbers,” 
Humanities in Society 5. (1982), pp. 279-295: Hacking, The Taming of Chance (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1990); P.C. Cohen, A Calculating People: the Spread of Numeracy in Early America 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982); David G. Glass, Numbering the People: the Eighteenth 
Century Population Controversy and the Development of the Census and Vital Statistics in Britain 
(Farnborough: Gregg International Publishers, 1973) 
14
 The term “enthusiasm” was first coined by Haraald Westergaard with reference to the emerging 
discipline of statistics from 1830-1848.  See Westergaard, Contributions to the History of Statistics (New 
York: Agathon Press, 1968), pp. 136-171.  On the development of the social sciences in the first half of the 
nineteenth century, see Theodore Porter and Dorothy Ross, “Introduction” in Porter and Ross, eds., The 
Cambridge History of Science: Volume 7 The Modern Social Sciences (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2003), pp. 4-14 
15
 Bruno Latour, “Visualization and Cognition: Drawing Things Together,” in M. Lynch and S. Woolgar, 
eds., Representation in Scientific Activity (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), p. 6 
16
 Theodore Porter, Trust in Numbers: the Pursuit of Objectivity in Science and Public Life (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1995), p. 3.  Also see Lorraine Daston’s article “Objectivity and the Escape 
from Perspective,” Social Studies of Science, Vol. 22, No. 4 (Nov., 1992), pp. 597-618   
 6 
their establish sense of meaning.17  Easy to understand, they conveyed a sense of spatial 
specificity between the groups of “identical” and “different” – and in doing so “created a 
particular image of the national space” and “gave a body to an abstract entity.”18  No 
special training was needed to understand the representations they made (i.e., how many 
cattle the figure 5,304 represented) and researchers with highly different linguistic or 
geographic backgrounds could instantly compare figures related to subjects such as 
mortality, population growth or industrial production.  They were thus both highly 
believable and eminently practical, projecting a sense of certainty that was badly needed 
when trying to pin down the slippery substance of nationality. 
If numbers brought surety and utility to the quantitative sciences, then maps were 
the key devices that anchored these representations firmly in a specific geographic and 
historical context.19  Maps, as David N. Livingstone has noted, were “repositories of 
trust” that connected territory with the social order, enabling individuals to see the 
geographical outlines of large social bodies or phenomena.20  They showed what was 
“known” beyond the ordinary person’s field of vision, constructing a reality that 
                                               
17
 As Lorraine Daston and Theodore Porter have argued, this communicability also increased the perception 
that these forms of quantification were more “objective,” since they had the power to transcend “barriers of 
distance and distrust.”  Daston, “Objectivity and the Escape,” p. 609; Porter, “Objectivity as 
Standardization: the Rhetoric of Impersonality in Measurement, Statistics, and Cost-Benefit Analysis,” 
Annals of Scholarship 9. (1992), pp. 19-59 
18
 A key part of this “comprehensibility,” as Latour points out, lay in the optical consistency of numbers.  
Multiple methodologies could be used to generate various types of data, but in the end these findings were 
all expressed using a common language (numbers) that carried the allure of being scientific.  Latour, 
“Visualization and Cognition,” pp. 7-13.  On the historical desire to separate objects into categories of 
“identical” and “different,” see Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: an Archaeology of the Human 
Sciences (New York: Random House, 1970, 1994).  Final quote taken from Silvana Patriarca, Numbers and 
Nationhood: Writing in Nineteenth Century Italy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 7 
19
 Geoffrey Cubitt, “Introduction” in Cubitt, ed., Imagining Nations (Manchester: Manchester University 
Press, 1998), pp. 8-11 
20
 David N. Livingstone, Putting Science in its Place: Geographies of Scientific Knowledge (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2003), p. 154; Jeremy Black, Maps and Politics (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1997), p. 20 
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individuals depended on to navigate the modern world.21  Moreover, like their numerical 
cousins, they too combined an aura of objectivity with an incredible mobility that made 
them highly effective strategies of communication.  Set against the (relatively) 
unchanging visual of various geographic backgrounds, the author of the map tended to 
fade into the background, implying a misleading sense of impartiality in their creation.  
Yet maps were also highly crafted documents, whose isolation or hiding of various 
phenomena tended to naturalize the information they represented.22  These “silences” as 
J.B. Harley once called them thus made maps into incredibly “useful fictions” 
(Livingstone) that could provide national activists with a physical blueprint for the 
application of the abstract idea of the nation to physical world.23 
The use of numbers and maps to bring order to the chaotic landscape of European 
nationality was a first step, but beneath the initial promise of these devices lay a series of 
key choices about what exactly to count and how such a counting was to take place.  Here 
answers were not so obvious, as individuals and institutions were pulled between the 
sometimes opposing poles of accuracy, ideological desire and practicality.  One could 
argue that national belonging was reflected (or determined) by anthropological descent, 
style of dress or even the conscious attachment to a particular group, but these categories 
were essentially useless for the empirical scientist until they could be translated into a 
numerical expression (indeed even the category of language spoken – which emerged by 
the middle of the century as the primary means for measuring nationality in Central 
Europe – was not entirely unproblematic in this regard).  The institutional and 
                                               
21
 Denis Wood, The Power of Maps (New York: Guilford Press, 1992), pp. 4-7 
22
 Ibid, pp. 70-88 
23
 J.B. Harley, “Silences and Secrecy: the Hidden Agenda of Cartography in Early Modern Europe,” Imago 
Mundi 40. (1988), pp. 57-76; Livingstone, Putting Science in its Place, p. 156 
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methodological mechanisms of data collection, therefore, began to play an equally 
important role in determining what categories were imagined as effective means of 
quantifying the nation, socially constructing the scientific legitimacy and believability of 
the results.  To frame this comment in broader terms, this dissertation shows how the 
process of learning to “see” nationality was enabled, constrained and at times reshaped by 
the various physical and social instruments through which it was achieved.  Here the 
establishment of certain state institutions (the statistical bureaus), the expansion of 
knowledge networks, improvements in technologies of representation (especially related 
to map-making) and even changes in the business of printing all played a key role. 
While this dissertation will emphasize the importance of institutions and 
structures in the construction of knowledge about the nation, it deviates to some extent 
from the significant body of literature on the disciplining of “population” by both maps 
and statistics inspired by the work of Michel Foucault in the 1980s (or the process of 
“Making Up People” as Ian Hacking appropriately titled this phenomenon in a 1986 
article).24  This is not a study of control.  Rather, it shows how the tensions between the 
ideological expectations about the images of the nation these methods were supposed to 
produce and the experienced results prevented a rigid or uniform method of reading data, 
thereby opening space for a number of interpretative practices.  Statistical and 
                                               
24
 See, among others, Foucault, “Questions on Geography” in Colin Gordon, ed., Power/Knowledge: 
Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972-1977 (New York: Pantheon Books, 1972, 1980), pp. 63-77; 
Benedict Anderson, “Census, Map, Museum” in Geoff Eley and Ronald Grigor Suny, eds., Becoming 
National: a Reader (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 243-259: Bernard Cohn, Colonialism 
and its Forms of Knowledge: the British in India (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996); Joshua 
Cole, The Power of Large Numbers: Population and Politics in Nineteenth Century France (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2000); JB Harley, “Maps, Knowledge, Power”  in Denis Cosgrove and Stephen Daniels, 
eds., The Iconography of Landscape (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp. 277-312.  
Hacking’s article “Making Up People” is found in Thomas Heller, Morton Sosna and David Wellbery, eds., 
Reconstructing Individualism: Autonomy, Individuality and the Self in Western Thought (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1986), pp. 222-236 
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cartographic knowledge about the nation was in effect democratized, as individuals and 
groups (i.e. German vs. Czech nationalists, cultural vs. racial nationalists) began to read 
results in the most ideologically favorable terms possible (the key here was the process of 
making slight adjustments to these results in the name of increased “accuracy”).25  Maps 
and statistics of national belonging, therefore, are considered here as incredibly effective 
strategies of communication that enabled further negotiations and projections of identity 
between multiple actors rather than simply serving as tools for the imposition of power 
from above.26 
Finally, numbers and maps were like any other form of representation, not only 
reflecting perceptions of the physical world but also helping to establish or reshape social 
realities as well.27  Such representations undoubtedly influenced individual and group 
behavior, and questions surrounding these effects form the final theme explored in this 
study.  However, one must be careful not push such arguments too far – especially with 
respect to the formation of national identity or consciousness.  As a number of scholars 
have recently argued, the “nationalization of the masses” (to use George Mosse’s term) 
did not simply displace the host of preexisting local, regional, religious, and political 
                                               
25
 Here it should be emphasized that such “adjustments” did not deviate from established scientific practice, 
but were in fact seen as a key part of the process itself, eliminating error caused by problems in the methods 
used to collect data.  Thus a Prussian statistician might count all peoples identified as “Jews” in an Austrian 
census (by religion) as “Germans,” or they could invent an entirely new category “Jews” (as a nationality) 
within Germany and simply subtract the number of Jews (by religion) from the number of “Germans.”  
This issue is discussed in greater detail in chapter II. 
26
 On science as a discourse of multiplicities, see for example, David N. Livingstone, Science, Space and 
Hermeneutics: Hettner Lecture (Heidelberg: University of Heidelberg Press, 2002); James Secord, 
Victorian Sensation: the Extraordinary Publication, Reception and Secret Authorship of Vestiges of the 
Natural History of Creation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000). 
27
 On the question of the relationship between representation and reality see Dominic LaCapra, “Rethinking 
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identities that characterized the nineteenth century German landscape, but occurred in 
concert with them as individuals sought to negotiate their respective places in the modern 
world.28  This study, then, is less an investigation into how people “turn national” than an 
inquiry into the various possibilities and consequences that were created through the 
genesis of spatially specific knowledge about the nation.29  It asks what types of political 
and cultural choices were enabled by this optics of seeing, focusing in particular on those 
groups (i.e., nationalist organizations) that were most committed to realizing the nation in 
the first place. 
In the end, I argue, the development of this knowledge had a direct impact on the 
way nationalism itself could be practiced, laying the groundwork for the practical 
application of nationalist ideology to everyday life.  Science lined the playing field for 
national conflict, showing activists and organizations the precise locations where such 
battles were supposedly taking place.  It provided them with the geographic knowledge 
basis necessary to develop actionable strategies and cultural programs to respond to 
perceive threats (i.e., the building of language schools, ethnographic travel, etc.) that 
existed outside of formal political structures.  No longer would their efforts be subject to 
the will of reluctant or practically-minded statesmen like Bismarck (whose interest in 
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nationalism had always been contingent on its utility for the state).30  Now action could 
be taken immediately to participate in global nationality conflicts, thereby granting 
individuals a direct say in the imagined destiny of their respective nations.   
Of course, as formal politics became increasingly democratized by the end of the 
nineteenth century, the state too could harness such knowledge to translate nationalist 
ideology into practice – especially with regard to the liberal principle that the cultural and 
political forms of national belonging should be congruent.  Here the state could try to 
bring this condition about through a variety of external and internal activities.  Borders 
could be expanded to incorporate the disparate members of the national community (as 
occurred in Alsace in 1871), or they could simply be redrawn to match perceived 
ethnographic boundaries within multi-national provinces in order to produce unity (a la 
Bohemia in 1890).31  Direct action could also be taken to speed the assimilation of 
minority groups, either through the establishment of special linguistic policies (such as 
the Prussian Association Law of 1907) or the implementation of ethnically-oriented 
settlement programs (such as the Prussian Settlement Commission, f. 1886).32   
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The invention of statistical and cartographic knowledge about the nation, then, 
played a key role in the radicalization of nationalist practice by the latter third of the 
nineteenth century.  It opened spaces for individuals to participate in imagined nationality 
conflicts beyond the domain of formal politics (elections, wars, etc.), ironically becoming 
so powerful as to effect the practice of the state itself.  Indeed, as we shall see these 
established patterns of seeing the nation became central to European peace-making 
efforts at the start of the twentieth century, and would play a key role in poising the 
postwar landscape at the Paris peace conference in 1919.  Uncovering the historical 
development of these “sciences of nationality” and their power to construct visions of the 
European landscape thus forms a crucial part of any attempt to understand the 
radicalization and nationalization of European politics over the course of the long 
nineteenth century. 
 
Historiographical Intervention 
Surprisingly, despite the widespread recognition over the past three decades of the 
influence of classification and representation on the construction of social reality – 
including work done specifically on maps33 and the census34 – little attention has been 
given to the role played by these institutions in shaping the German national imaginary.35  
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As Richard Evans once observed, historians have a “strange aversion to maps” – a 
condition which Helmut Walser Smith recently noted has led to their absence from major 
works on either the history of Germany or classic studies of the evolution of 
nationalism.36  When these devices have received scholarly attention, it has usually been 
in connection to the Weimar or Nazi periods and linked to the study of population policy 
and the biologization of the nation.37  Some work has been done on the role of the 
imperial census in Austria, but such studies have tended to concentrate only on the local 
context.38  Prominent works by historians such as Pieter Judson, Jeremy King, Mark 
Cornwall and Gary Cohen all recognize the importance of this institution to nationalist 
practice in passing, but direct the main focus of their respective studies elsewhere.39  This 
dissertation foregrounds the importance of maps and statistics in shaping and reflecting 
                                                                                                                                            
Nation: Raum der Karte, Statistik, Erzählung“ in Die Grenze als Raum, Erfahrung und Konstruktion; 
Deutschland, Frankreich und Polen vom 17. bis zum 20. Jahrhundert (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 2007). 
36
 Evans quoted in Hemut Walser Smith, The Continuities of German History: Nation, Religion and Race 
across the Long Nineteenth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), p. 47.  Anderson’s 
discussion of the census, for example, is limited to the colonial context and the ability of the imperialist 
state to shape native identities.  Similarly, Hobsbawm only discusses the census in connection with the 
growing popularity of linguistic nationalism towards the latter half of the nineteenth century.  Anderson, 
Imagined Communities, pp. 164-178; Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism, pp. 95-100 
37
 See for example Rainer Mackensen, Jürgen Reulecke and Josef Ehmer, eds., Ursprünge, Arten und 
Folgen des Konstrukts ‘Bevölkerung’ vor, im und nach dem ‘Dritten Reich’ (Wiesbaden: Verlag für 
Sozialwissenschaft, 2009); Götz Aly and Karl Heinz Roth, The Nazi Census: Identification and Control in 
the Third Reich (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2004); Sybilla Nikolow, “Die Nation als 
statistisches kollektiv.  Bevölkerungskonstruktionen im Kaiserreich und in der Weimarer Republik” in 
Jessen and Vogel, eds., Wissenschaft und Nation in der europäischen Geschichte (Frankfurt: Campus, 
2002), pp. 234-259; J. Adam Tooze, Statistics and the German State: The Making of Modern Economic 
Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001); Guntram Herb, Under the Map of Germany: 
Nationalism and Propaganda 1918-1945 (London: Routledge, 1997)
 
38
 Emil Brix, Die Umgangssprachen in Altösterreich zwischen Agitation und Assimilation: die 
Sprachenstatistik in den zisleithansichen Volkszählungen 1880 bis 1910 (Vienna: Hermann Böhlaus, 1982) 
39
 Pieter Judson, Guardians of the Nation: Activists on the Language Frontiers of Imperial Austria 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006), pp. 11-23; King, Budweisers, pp. 55-62; Gary Cohen, The 
Politics of Ethnic Survival: Germans in Prague, 1861-1914 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), 
p. 86; Mark Cornwall, “The Struggle on the Czech-German Language Border, 1880-1940,” English 
Historical Review 109. (1994), p. 919 
 14 
German nationalist discourse in the nineteenth century, complimenting similar work done 
by scholars on their impact in Italy, Britain, Russia and Switzerland.40 
 Of course, it also a dissertation about the ways in which these perceptions of 
social reality influenced political and cultural practice, especially among groups of 
nationalist activists in Wilhelmine Germany.  In this way, it contributes to long-standing 
historical debates about the evolving relationship between liberalism and nationalism at 
the close of the nineteenth century and their respective roles in bringing about the 
disasters of the twentieth (i.e., the First World War, followed by the rise of the Nazis and 
the Holocaust).  Complementing current explanations that focus on the role played by 
modernization, industrialization41, structural weaknesses in the German political 
system42, the rise of mass politics43 and globalization44, I argue that the radicalization of 
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nationalism was also conditioned by ways of seeing, which helped convince 
contemporaries that perceptions of the location and consistency of nationality could serve 
as the basis for formal politics.  In this sense, I propose not so much a shift or collapse of 
liberal or nationalist ideology, but a change in practice, which gradually became less and 
less dependent on traditional structures (the state) and methods (assimilation over time 
based upon the dominant culture of the state). 45  The failures of liberalism at the close of 
the nineteenth century, then, had more to do with the internal contradictions of liberalism 
as a political philosophy – i.e. the tension between the praise of individual freedom and 
the expectation that such freedom could only be achieved through a collective national 
unity – than it did more localized issues such as material conditions, the development of 
competitive ideologies (socialism, Darwinism, racism) or individual psychologies (i.e., 
frustration with modernity, resentiment, etc.).46 
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In framing my narrative in these terms, my work reflects a broader trend in the 
study of German history that has begun to focus increasingly on the continuities of 
historical development.47  Without resurrecting overly deterministic, Sonderweg-like 
(“special-path”) models that present a direct line of evolution from Luther to Bismarck to 
Hitler, recent works by Helmut Walser Smith, Isabella Hull, Ute Frevert, David 
Blackbourn and Matthew Fitzpatrick (among others) have tried to resurrect the idea of 
the long durée, softening the post-modern emphasis on rupture and “shattered pasts” by 
showing the long threads that bind peoples together across time. 48   They reveal how past 
experiences and traditions informed (but did not determine) the habitus of later 
generations.  With respect to the study of the formation and practice of national identity, 
this perspective reveals to us the difficulty contemporaries experienced in trying to 
translate the idea – and especially the promise – of the nation into a social reality.  Here 
the boundaries between conceptually opposite camps - essentialism vs. universalism, 
politically vs. culturally-defined forms of belonging – were not readily obvious, but had 
to be worked out over the course of a century of trial and error, hypothesis and 
experience.  Like sedimentary rocks, they formed over long periods of generational 
evolution as each individual tried to situate themselves within a complicated landscape of 
overlapping identities and backgrounds. 
This observation about the importance of interconnectedness brings me to a 
second major point, which is the way in which the production and utility of knowledge 
                                               
47
 Smith, Continuities; Isabelle V. Hull, Absolute Destruction: Military Culture and the Practices of War in 
Imperial Germany (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005); David Blackbourn, Conquest of Nature: Water, 
Landscape and the Making of Modern Germany (New York: Norton, 2006);  Ute Frevert, Kasinierte 
Nation: Militärdienst und Zivilgesellschaft in Deutschland (Munich: Beck, 2001); Fitzpatrick, Liberal 
Imperialism 
48
 Smith, Continuities, pp. 3-4 
 17 
about the nation was linked to broader human and material systems.  Following the work 
of scholars interested in the social construction of scientific “fact” such as Bruno Latour, 
Michel Callon and John Law, I show how the authority of these images was heavily tied 
to their circulation among a host of actors and networks.49  Each time a map was printed, 
marketed, sold or passed through hands of governmentally or university employed 
experts, it gained increasing legitimacy as a scientific document, i.e. the outcome of an 
objective, impartial and rational investigation that was supposed to reveal “truth.”  Along 
similar lines, technology also played an important part in this history, helping to create 
forms of representation (or media) through which the knowledge won by such studies 
could be passed along to the general public in a believable manner.  More sophisticated 
printing techniques made it easier to manipulate graphic images (both in terms of line-
drawing and color), while industrialization helped bring down costs – together making 
the production of detailed ethnographic maps economically feasible.  As we shall see, the 
construction and deconstruction of these barriers played a key role in the timing of this 
radicalization of nationalist practice, at first inhibiting and then later accelerating the flow 
of national knowledge through the public sphere.  
 
Plan of the Study 
The dissertation is organized into six chapters, each of which deals with a specific 
point in the process of generating, disseminating and receiving knowledge about the 
nation.  The first chapter provides an introduction to the discourse of nationality in 
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nineteenth century German society, showing the plasticity and elusiveness that often 
characterized discussions about national identity.  Far from having any particular national 
tradition of thinking about the nation, Germans constructed a variety of images of the 
national community by choosing from a buffet of assorted political, cultural and racial 
elements, with the result that conceptually separate distinctions between cultural and 
political forms tended to collapse when put into practice.  Indeed, as I show through an 
examination of newspapers, scholarly monographs and popular encyclopedias, even the 
conceptual language used to describe nationality was often an ambiguous terrain where 
despite the best efforts of scholars to create clear definitions, terms like “German Volk” 
and “German Nation” continued to hold double meanings as descriptors for both the 
political and cultural models of the German national community. 
The second chapter looks at the “laboratory” side of constructing a science of 
nationality, considering the impact of both the theoretical and methodological strategies 
employed by the demographers on conceptions of national identity.  On the one hand, I 
chart the search for an ‘objective’ criterion that could be used to measure nationality 
among prominent German demographers such as Ernst Engel, Georg von Mayr and 
Richard Böckh.  I note the shift from the general idea that language spoken marked 
nationality in the early 1860s to the more restricting concept of Muttersprache (“mother-
tongue,” which was viewed as a quasi-biological character trait that could be used to 
reconstruct descent.  On the other hand, I also examine the construction of the physical 
apparatus that was necessary to collect the massive amounts of data needed to produce 
believable images of the national community.  Here, the state statistical bureaus 
(especially that of Prussia) proved to be the most efficient tools, resulting in an uneasy 
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alliance between the state (which generally wanted to define nationality politically) and a 
group of statisticians who were busy measuring it as a cultural attribute.  
In the third chapter, I move on to look at the scientific devices used to bring such 
knowledge to the broader public, focusing in particular on the development of European 
cartography in the middle of the nineteenth century.  I show the weaknesses of the first 
attempts to depict nationality on maps, whose lack of graphic precision and inability to 
develop a comprehensible and consistent visual code rendered them unsuitable to be 
applied to formal politics.  By the 1860s, however, technological development helped 
overcome these limitations.  New printing techniques such as lithography brought down 
the costs of production, made images more manipulable and allowed cartographers to use 
brighter colors in map designs.  As a result, representations of nationality and became 
increasingly believable, culminating in their use by Richard Böckh and Heinrich Kiepert 
to influence the terms of the Franco-German peace settlement in 1871. 
Chapter four examines the emergence of a “radical” form of statistical and 
cartographic science, investigating ruptures and continuities in demographic practice 
between 1860 and 1890.  Here the generation of “liberal” nationalist statisticians 
represented by men like Böckh, Engel and Czoernig is compared with activists belonging 
to organizations such as the German School Society or the Pan-German League, viewed 
primarily through the work of prominent nationalist demographers and cartographers 
such as Ernst Hasse, Paul Langhans, and Heinrich Rauchberg.  I show how this later 
group used essentially the same theory and method as their predecessors, relying on 
census data about language spoken to measure nationality.  What changed, I argue, were 
environmental factors such as the increasing spatial specificity with which statistics 
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related to language use were reported and the location where such studies were 
conducted.  By the 1890s the impetus for investigations of nationality had passed from 
state-run institutions like the statistical bureaus into private organizations, where they 
could be used to plot out strategies for intervention by private groups and individuals into 
perceived nationality conflicts outside the boundaries of the German Empire. 
Networks are the focus of the fifth chapter, with a particular eye to the circuitry 
that connected the creators of these images of the national community with the public 
sphere.  This circulation, I argue, played a critical role in legitimizing and authenticating 
maps and statistics of nationality as “scientific” and “accurate” documents.  Once again 
technology plays a key role in this story, with the invention and popularization of 
geographic journals such as Petermanns Mitteilungen, Globus and later Deutsche Erde 
helping to pass demographic information throughout the public sphere.  The foundation 
of nationalist pressure groups also contributed to this development, as did state 
institutions like the school system.  In the end, demographic knowledge about the nation 
even made its way into reference works as well, helping to solidify the believability of 
such representations for the broader populace.   
Finally, the last chapter considers the impact of these alternative notions of 
national community on the people who produced them, looking at the various strategies 
of intervention they developed to translate national knowledge into political and cultural 
practice.  Relying primarily on published material from nationalist journals, I show how 
these organizations’ respective “radicalism” was channeled into decidedly “normal” 
activities such as consumption, tourism and charitable giving.  For the most part they 
were not interested in building “fantasy castles in the air,” imagining themselves as the 
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racial aristocracy of a new Central European empire, but rather tried to establish real 
connections with the populations they claimed as their German brothers and sisters.50  In 
this sense, I argue, their nationalism was not considerably different than that practiced by 
more “normal,” liberal groups, who had long expressed concerns about the fate of 
Germans living outside of the black-white-red border posts of the German Empire. 
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“There must be a special magic that lies in this word ‘German’.  One sees that everyone tries to  
use it for themselves, that they call ‘German’ whatever pleases them” 
 -Otto von Bismarck, speech to the Prussian House of Representatives (22 January 1864)1 
 
“It is characteristic of the Germans that the question ‘What is German?’ never goes away” 
-Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil (1886)2 
 
“The concept ‘nation’ and ‘national’ is today on everyone’s tongue, despite the fact that most of the people 
who use these words are not really clear on their actual meaning” 
-Johannes Schlecht, Akademische Turnzeitung (1902)3 
 
I. Defining Germans: the Discourse of 
Nation through the Long Nineteenth 
Century 
 
On the eve of Wilhelm I’s coronation in the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles, Grand 
Duke Friedrich of Baden faced a difficult dilemma.  As the highest ranking noble present, 
he was responsible for leading the congratulatory cheers immediately following 
Wilhelm’s acceptance of the crown.  Yet just hours before the ceremony, the specific title 
of the office remained the object of a heated dispute between the king and his chancellor.  
Bismarck favored the phrase “German Kaiser,” which was intended to reflect the sense 
among many Germans (especially in the south) that the process of unification derived its 
legitimacy from the already existent German cultural nation.4 Wilhelm, however, wanted 
nothing to do with such nationalist or populist notions, even contemplating abdication to 
avoid having to “take leave of old Prussia.” Instead, he demanded the title of “Kaiser of 
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Germany,” which implied that the German Empire was just an additional territorial 
possession to be ruled over by the King of Prussia rather than a new and decidedly 
national state.5  Luckily (for his sake at least), the Grand Duke found a clever way out of 
this tricky situation.  Rather than upsetting one of the interested parties, he simply 
avoided specifics, proclaiming when the moment came the rather generic: “Long live his 
imperial and royal majesty, Kaiser Wilhelm!”6 
This debate over the proper form and meaning of the imperial title was symbolic 
of the broader discourse that surrounded the idea of nationhood experienced during the 
forty-eight year history of the Kaiserreich [“German Empire”].  Faced with competing 
visions of what defined the national community (politics, culture, history, or even race), 
many Germans – like the Grand Duke – avoided specificity in the name of building 
broader consensus.  Instead they embraced ambiguity, accepting the existence of an 
uneasy dualism in which national identity could be viewed legitimately within the public 
sphere either as a political or an ethno-cultural characteristic.  To put this another way, 
terms like Nation, Volk and national carried multiple meanings, which were determined 
more by context than any particular rule or national tendency. 7   In fact, the state itself 
also practiced a double interpretation of its own nationhood, treating it at times as a 
purely political construct (such as in the granting of universal male suffrage, even to the 
inhabitants of recently conquered territory), at others as an ethno-cultural body (such as 
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when it pursued Germanization policies in West Prussia).8  As Friedrich Meinecke put it 
in 1907, the imperial monarchy was characterized by a “double nationality,” which 
enabled it to “sail before the Prussian winds today, before the German ones tomorrow.”9 
 And yet, the need to specifically define what it meant to be German never seemed 
to disappear from popular imagination.  From Richard Wagner’s 1878 essay What is 
German? to the anti-Semitic debates on the eve of the First World War, the demand for 
certainty about who was German and how membership in the national community was 
established was regularly expressed within the German public sphere.  Questions about 
what the relationship was between the state and the people it ruled over were frequently 
encountered in newspapers, books and parliamentary debates, as well as in cafes and beer 
halls.  Were the Empire’s Polish, French and Danish subjects also Germans after 1871?  
What was to be the fate of the Austrian and Swiss Germans, who had long been viewed 
as integral parts of the culturally-defined national community?  Were they now no longer 
Germans, peoples inevitably destined to assimilate into other nations?  What 
responsibility, if any, did the imperial government have for the welfare of “German” 
minorities outside its borders, especially in areas of nationality conflict like the Tyrol, 
Bohemia or even Baltic Russia?  Finally, how was one to interpret the relationship 
between German and Jewish belonging?  Could Jews also be Germans, and if so, did they 
have to give up their separate religious and linguistic practices to do so?  Or was there a 
racial element that made the two categories mutually exclusive?  In short, the often 
ambiguous use of the idea of nationality that operated in the public sphere was met with 
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individuals practical need to determine who the insiders and outsiders of the national 
community actually were. 
 This chapter explores the interplay between contesting notions of national identity 
in the German public sphere, sketching out the historical environment in which the 
science of nationality examined in this dissertation operated.  It reveals the rich diversity 
that existed within a complex discourse that was defined more by the variety of opinions 
it supported than by its ability to constitute the nation in any particular form.  Despite the 
impact of unification and attempts by social authorities such as the state or major 
academics to imprint the notion of the nation as a political construct on popular 
imagination (examined in the first part of the chapter), Germans proved to be remarkably 
resistant to the imposition of knowledge about the nation from above.  Rather, they 
continued to form their own notions of national community, choosing from a buffet of 
assorted political, cultural and racial elements to base their opinions on (examined in the 
second part of the chapter).  As a result, the discourse on nationality proved to be 
remarkably accommodating, enabling differing perspectives of the national community to 
co-exist, in some cases even in the same public or institutional space.  Members of 
nationalist organizations might differ on the question of whether or not Jews could also 
be Germans, but for the most part this did not prevent them from collaborating with one 
another.10  In the end, it was simply more important to reify the nation and to work 
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together for its benefit than it was to risk being lost in the minutiae of trying to define its 
exact dimensions. 
 The chapter is organized into three major parts, each of which concentrates on one 
tradition of thinking about the dimensions of the German national community.  They are 
not intended to be exhaustive treatments, but again to simply provide a basic background 
to discussions about nationality in the Kaiserreich.  In the first section, I examine the 
attempt to create an Hegelian or liberal notion of the national community, i.e. to portray it 
as a social group whose boundaries were defined primarily by the state.  Such efforts 
included not only explicitly political actions such as the construction of citizenship, but 
also the creation of a political definition of nationhood by academic “experts” in fields 
such as political science, law and geography.  In the second section, I look at the 
persistence of cultural definitions of the national community, paying particular attention 
to spaces in which cultural and political notions of community co-existed.  I show how 
ambiguity pervaded even reference works like encyclopedias and dictionaries, making it 
difficult for authorities to impose a linguistic distinction between differing forms of 
national community (the attempt to separately define the terms Nation and Volk plays a 
key role here).  In the last section, I examine the intersection between national (either 
cultural or political) and racial conceptions of the German community, showing how 
racial discourse and language borrowed from physical anthropology bled into discussion 
about the German nation. 
 Finally, it should be noted that my understanding of the discourse of nation in the 
Kaiserreich as an “unresolved” field of discussion represents a departure from a 
significant portion of the literature on imperial German society produced over the last 
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twenty years, which has tended to describe German conceptions of nationhood in 
absolute terms as part of a larger debate over the “normality” of German national 
development.  On one side of this body of literature are Sonderweg-friendly 
interpretations by scholars such as Rogers Brubaker or Liah Greenfeld, who identify a 
“Volk-centered and differentialist” tradition in German thinking about the nation that 
stands in contrast to healthier or more modern “state-centered and assimilationist” 
notions found in France or Britain.”11  On the other is what one might call the 
modernization school, which argues that imperial institutions such as the Reichstag, the 
army, a common currency and the establishment of a ‘national’ bureaucracy (the Imperial 
Statistical Office, Railway Office, Health Department and Supreme Court) all shaped 
national identity around the state, helping “inhabitants of the newly unified Germany…to 
acquire new loyalties” in the words of historian David Blackbourn.12  Such narratives 
take a more normative view of the development of German national identity, arguing for 
the existence of a “shift towards a Western model of political – rather than cultural and 
racial – national identity.”13  Neither of these models is wholly incorrect; yet both tend to 
overestimate one tendency of thinking about the dimensions of the German nation at the 
cost of the other.  As more recent research has shown, if the discourse of nation in the 
Kaiserreich was dominated by any one characteristic, it was the plasticity of the concept 
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of being German, which could be adapted to fit any number of ideological perspectives.14  
Liberals, Catholics, regional particularists, socialists, and Jews – in the years after 
unification all found ways to develop a notion of Germanness that encapsulated their 
distinct identities within the broader framework of a German national identity.15 
 
The Nation as Political Community 
Recent accounts of the establishment of the German Empire have generally 
tended to stress the incomplete nature of German nation-state formation in 1871.16  
Unification, one prominent historian has noted, did not complete the process of nation-
building, but was “actually…just the beginning.”17  And yet, it is important to remember 
that for many Germans this event did seem to provide a final answer to Schiller’s famous 
question.  As James Sheehan noted, when “Heinrich von Treitschke published the first 
volume of his German History in 1879, he knew where Germany was.”18  For the 
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historian Hermann Baumgarten, unification was more than just a contemporary political 
event – it was the story of how Germans had “become a nation.”  The founding of the 
Kaiserreich represented the culmination of a “long, difficult awakening process” of 
national development that ended with the union of people and state. 19  From this point 
forward, the political and cultural life of the nation would merge with one another, 
essentially becoming one and the same.  For many Germans then, nationality after 1871 
seemed to be a politically defined characteristic. 
Treitschke’s and Baumgarten’s interpretation of the meaning of 1871 was not a 
product of industrialization or the socialization of the masses, but resulted from 
expectations produced by two widely held beliefs about the historical relationship 
between nation and the state.  The first of these was what Leonard Krieger has termed the 
“German idea of freedom,” which saw the state as the primary location for the realization 
of human freedom.20  The state was not only a powerful political actor against which 
individuals needed to secure certain rights and liberties, but was also potentially an 
ethical agent as well.  When imbued with the national spirit, it would foster growing civic 
consciousness and inspire the moral improvement of its citizenry.  Many liberals, for 
example, saw the state as a potential successor to the church as the key institution 
responsible for affecting social change.21  In Droysen’s words, it would awaken “life, 
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strength, [and] dedication in all its members” while inspiring them to “spare no trouble to 
raise it [the state], no danger to advance it, no sacrifice to preserve it.”  The interests of 
people and government would come together, turning the cold absolutist state into the 
“highest moral order.”22  Radicals too (aside from early Communists) were taken with its 
potential power, seeing in it a mean to overthrow the repressive power of the princes and 
estates that dominated Restoration politics.  The establishment of the national state would 
unlock the transcendent spirit of freedom, enabling the natural moral elements of society 
to function unimpeded.  As the radical student Karl Bruegemann put it in 1831: “[a]ll 
these blessings [popular religion, civic courage, development of individuality, sanctity of 
family life]” would then be able to “grow of themselves.”23   
The second key pillar that shaped nineteenth century understandings of 
nationhood was the Hegelian notion of history as a directional process, a “series of 
stages” that culminated in the ultimate realization of human freedom in the national 
state.24  Here the concept of the dialectic played a key role in shaping future thinking 
about the nation, for its projection of a particular path of national development inevitably 
created the expectation that one day state and nation would eventually combine with one 
another.  Moreover, because this union was framed in terms of an historical destiny, it 
tended to de-emphasize the material conditions of the present in exchange for an 
idealized future.  
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 By the 1830s, many of Hegel’s liberal followers such as Johann Gustav Droysen, 
Max Duncker and Rudolf Haym had adopted similar notions of history as moral 
progression towards the triumph of freedom in the form of a national state.25  Droysen’s 
view of history, in particular, shows the clear influence of the Hegelian notion of the 
dialectic.  Freedom, he argued, had first emerged in ancient Greece in the form of the 
Greek city states.  These polities had failed in the long run, however, since they were too 
concerned with worldly affairs and lacked a moral dimension established by belief in the 
hereafter.  As a consequence, Greek politics eventually became hedonistic and short 
sighted, leading to its eventual collapse.  The middle ages put right this error through the 
embrace of Christianity, but responded to the faults of the classical era with a deep 
suspicion of worldly politics.  Freedom in the medieval period consisted of individual 
“rights and freedoms, private legalities,” with no recognition of the importance of 
collective civic interaction.  It was only with the Reformation that the separate threads of 
real-world politics and metaphysical meaning had begun to come together, though they 
were still held hostage by the dialectic between absolutism and particularism.  This was 
the last barrier to the ultimate realization of human freedom, which would be overcome 
in the coming years by the heroic actions of the German people.  By “freely impos[ing] 
binding authority on itself without surrendering freedom of individuals within the 
community,” Germans would provide a model of social and political organization other 
nations could follow.26 
 The result of these philosophically derived expectations was the development by 
the eve of the 1848 revolution of an historical vision that expected the imminent merger 
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of the cultural and political expressions of national life.  As Droysen described it in his 
1846 lectures at Kiel, the “old contradiction” between state and nation would soon be 
replaced by a new relationship of “essential reciprocity,” where “the state is the nation’s, 
the nation’s the state…like the body and soul of a man.”27   How this process was to 
occur was a matter of opinion.  Some liberals like Karl von Rotteck insisted that freedom 
guaranteed in the form of a constitution had to come first, while others like Paul Pfizer 
thought it would naturally flow from the establishment of a unified nation.28  Either way, 
as Brian Vick has noted, at the end of the day the “conceptual boundaries of cultural 
community and organized statehood” still “flowed into one another.”29 
 When the delegates gathered in the Paulskirche a few years later to actually build 
the German nation, their efforts were highly influenced by the two core concepts detailed 
above.  At Frankfurt “nationality was to be a political concept.”30  The boundaries of the 
new national state were selected based on existing political structures, rather than 
attempting some Napoleonic-like revisionism based on Romantic calls like Friedrich 
Schlegel’s for the borders of Europe to be redrawn according to language frontiers 
(Sprachgrenze).31  Similarly, citizenship was also based on existing political 
relationships, with the imperial constitution defining the “German Volk” as the “members 
of the states, which comprised the German Empire” rather than through ethnic or 
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linguistic criteria.32  That not everyone living in the new German state necessarily 
thought of themselves as German was not perceived as a major problem.33  The power of 
the state to win the loyalty of its inhabitants and the irresistible pull of superior German 
culture would assimilate minorities trapped on the wrong side of the border in places like 
Poznan or Schleswig, thus eliminating in the long run any areas of dissonance created by 
the drawing of borders in 1848.  In the eyes of most of the delegates, the force of history 
and its inevitable march towards the eventual unification of state and people was simply 
too powerful to resist.34 
The failure of the revolution did not lead to the abandonment of the general 
philosophical principles outlined above.  Rather, German expectations about a future 
union between nation and state were adjusted to factor in contemporary political 
circumstances.  Historians have tended to focus a great deal of attention on the liberal 
turn to Realpolitik and the worship of Prussian power in this period.35  Yet perhaps an 
equally important factor influencing the future reception of the Kaiserreich was the 
application of evolutionary theory to the understanding of political development.  By the 
1860s, many liberals had come to see the existing state not only as a tool for effecting 
moral improvement, but as an organic entity in its own right whose development also 
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reshaped the nation it supposedly represented.36  For Georg Waitz, the state was the 
“perfection” of the “natural bonds of the Volk (the nation),” which cemented a reciprocal 
relationship of influence between the two entities.  On the one hand, the state was the 
product of the Volk, law the creation of popular culture.  On the other, however, the state 
“as an organism” developed “its own order, the law of its life” independently of any 
exterior circumstances or influences.37  Framed in these terms, it then became an 
historical actor in its own right, capable of altering existent patterns of national 
consciousness.  The Swiss jurist Johann Caspar Bluntschli, for example, noted the 
important role played by “law and especially political ties” in the creation of new nations 
such as Holland.38  The effect of such thinking was to naturalize perceptions of the effects 
of dramatic political changes on feelings of nationality, making them seem like part of 
the natural process of historical evolution that led to the perfection of the national 
community.  Austria’s eventual exclusion from the new Germany after 1866, then, could 
be read as the inevitable consequence of its particular historical development rather than 
as a miscarriage (or incompletion) of unification – precisely the argument Treitschke 
made in his German Politics (based on the Austrians’ continued Catholic beliefs and its 
“alien” Habsburg leadership).39 
When German unification finally unfolded between 1864 and 1871, it was 
experienced by many Germans as an event that transformed (or that would eventually 
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transform) the German national community into a Staatsnation [i.e., a political nation] 
based on the borders of the new German Reich.  The time for “nebulous and at no time 
clear greater German [grossdeutsche] fantasies,” counseled the former Frankfurt 
Parliamentarian Robert von Mohl in 1873, was now over.  Rather, Germans would accept 
the boundaries of the new German state as those of the nation, enabling a “long, 
progressive” process of “Germanization” to occur that would lead to the disappearance of 
the national minority communities within its new borders.  Unification may not have 
been perfect, but just as the delegates had believed in 1848, over the long run historical 
and sociological forces would justify the little German [kleindeutsche] solution that had 
formed the new national state.  Or as von Mohl subsinctly put it: “Time will heal all.”40 
This notion of the German national community as a Staatsnation received 
tremendous support as time passed, especially within academic disciplines concerned 
with the interrelationship between society, culture and politics.  We have seen above the 
enthusiasm for the new Reich as the completed expression of the nation among leading 
historians such as Treitschke and Baumgarten.  These opinions were also supplemented 
by the work of other members of the so-called “Prussian school” of history such as Max 
Lehmann, Erich Marcks, Max Lenz and Erich Brandenburg, whose biographies of major 
Prussian historical figures helped order German history in a way that made the 
kleindeutsche unification seem like the end point of the long-expected ‘natural’ historical 
evolution of the German nation.41  Within the disciplines of historical economics and its 
successor sociology, there was also a tendency to view the German nation after 1871 as a 
politically defined body. 
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Another academic discipline where the German nation was understood as a 
Staatsnation after 1871 was in the field of legal science, which was dominated by 
positivist notions of legal theory.  Positivist doctrine regarded the law as a self-enclosed 
system, whose source was exclusively to be found in the state.  Like many mid-
nineteenth century liberals, positivists also saw the Volk as the “personal foundation of 
the state,” the sociological entity from which the state drew its justification (as Hermann 
Schultze put it in his Handbook for German Law (1881): “Without a Volk, no state”).42  
But once formed, they also argued that the state itself became its own independent legal 
personality (“juristische Person”), the sole bearer of sovereignty.43  Questions over the 
purpose or legitimacy of any given law could only be resolved through an examination of 
existing legal precedents, with transcendental or metaphysical justifications rejected as 
inappropriate for modern jurisprudence.44  Based on this understanding of law, positivist 
rejected the culturally-defined nation as an important historical actor in the construction 
of the state.  The prominent German jurist Paul Laband, for example, dismissed the 
notion that the German people had played any meaningful role in the creation of the 
German Empire as “historical speculation.”45  Rather, he argued, it had been the “legal 
personalities” of the individual states that had taken the decisive actions, surrendering 
their own respective sovereignties to a higher political power.46 
More specifically, German jurists tended to either ignore or reject attempts to read 
ethnic or cultural notions of nationality into the foundational structure of the new German 
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state, especially with regard to the Reichsverfassung (“the Imperial Constitution”).  For 
example, the preamble of this document – which stated that one purpose behind the 
founding of the Empire was “to support the welfare of the German Volk” – was generally 
seen as a superfluous statement that carried no legal weight in the interpretation of the 
constitution or the workings of the state it established.47  Where the preamble was 
acknowledged as having any meaning, scholars like von Mohl focused on the need to 
determine what consequence the use of the word “welfare” had on the assignment of 
power rather than exploring what community the term “German Volk” actually referred to 
or how such phrasing related to the relationship between cultural and political forms of 
belonging.48  Similarly, legal debates over the assignment of citizenship generally tended 
to revolve around its derivative nature (i.e., how federal citizenship was only established 
through the acquisition of state citizenship) rather than on questions about what cultural 
attributes should be necessary to obtain it.  Most commentators agreed it was a purely 
politically-derived institution.  As Laband noted in his discussion of citizenship, 
membership in the national community after 1871 was based on an attachment to the 
German states, not personal characteristics.  “[T]he immediate foundation of the Empire” 
he noted, was “the German states, not the German people (Volk).”49  Finally, jurists also 
concurred that the territorial construction of the new Germany was intended to be a 
purely political one, which in no way was meant to invoke ethno-cultural spatial 
relationships.  Von Mohl cautioned that the colloquial reference to the German Empire as 
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“Germany” was “not exactly correct with regard to ethnologic relations,” while Laband 
rejected any notion of using the federal government to separate or give away the Polish 
speaking parts of Prussia (this would violate the sovereignty of the Prussian state).50  In 
the end, most German jurists simply saw the kleindeutsche solution to unification as the 
realization of the dreams of 1848, i.e., as the erection of a national Rechtsstaat [i.e., a 
constitutional state].  In the words of Schultze, the job of the legal community after 1871 
was to give the “nation a deeper understanding of its new political achievements,” not to 
problematize the national nature of the new state.51 
In the field of geography the notion of the nation as a political body (or 
Staatsnation) also found a warm reception, where the close link between the growth of 
geography as professional discipline and the establishment of the imperial state 
developed into a symbiotic relationship of mutual support.52  On the one hand the state 
helped the study of geography gain greater academic recognition, serving as the prime 
agent responsible for its acceptance within German universities after 1871 (in some 
cases, even forcing through the establishment of a chair against the wishes of the local 
faculty).53  From a lone chair at Göttingen at the time of unification, the number of 
academic chairs for geography rose rapidly to 12 by 1885 and up to 23 by 1910. 54  In 
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return, German geographers generally adopted what some historians have described as a 
“conformist” attitude towards the state, working to legitimize Bismarck’s work.55  This 
reciprocal relationship between the state and the geographic community could also be 
seen at the level of secondary schooling, where geographical education was partially 
marketed (by the geographers) as a means of instilling patriotic values.  Friedrich Ratzel 
drew attention to the connection between spatial awareness and national consciousness in 
the introduction to his Germany: an Introduction to its Local History and Geography, 
where he noted that “above all else, the German should know what he has in his 
land...[that] the ground and the people belong together.”56  By the 1890s, this intense 
enthusiasm led to the creation of a whole new vocabulary (Vaterlandskunde, 
Vaterländische Erdkunde, National Erdkunde, Heimatskunde, etc.) that tied geography 
and national identity together.57 
There was no more vocal supporter of the political idea of nationhood in the 
German Empire than the Halle professor of geography Alfred Kirchhoff, who also played 
a leading role in the development of geographical education in secondary and primary 
education.  Kirchhoff understood nation and nationality in essentially the same terms as 
National Liberals like Waitz, i.e. as a political and social organism produced by the 
natural interplay between a given state and its inhabitants.58  He dismissed the importance 
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of cultural characteristics such as “blood or linguistic ties” in the formation of national 
bodies, arguing instead that “space” was the only important environmental factor that 
influenced national development.59  People, he wrote, were the “plastic mass” that natural 
forces shaped over time, “land” the “lasting mold” that determined their natural spatial 
dimensions.60  In fact, in Kirchhoff’s opinion the relationship between “territory of the 
state” and that of the “nation” was so close that the two terms could be used 
interchangeably.61   
When applied to the German context, this definition of the nation led Kirchhoff to 
dismiss many of the claims of cultural nationalists.  While he admitted that there had 
once been a close national connection with the German populations of Switzerland, the 
Netherlands and Austria, the truth was that “with the passage of time” these communities 
had “now become part of foreign interest circles” and therefore “no longer counted in the 
true political (realpolitischen) sense to the German nation.”62  Furthermore, he also 
rejected attempts to read the new Empire in ethnological terms, arguing that Jews and 
Poles living within the Kaiserreich were effectively now German. “Citizens of the 
mosaic confession” he noted, “belong to the German nation just as much as those of the 
other denominations.  They are citizens of the Empire, for whose creation much Jewish 
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blood has also flowed.”  After all, he reasoned, if the French Huguenots could become 
German, so could everyone else.63 
Kirchhoff’s enthusiasm for the new German Empire was echoed by his colleague 
at Leipzig Friedrich Ratzel, whose determinist approach to human geography also led 
him to assert the superiority of politics in the formation of national belonging.  Ratzel 
was primarily interested in the effects of space on the life span of biological organisms, 
which led to the formation of the concept of Lebensraum or the theory that each 
organism’s growth was dependent on the amount of territory it could control (which 
determined its future viability and growth).  Here “spatially coalesced populations” such 
as forests, herds, etc. served as the primary focus of Ratzel’s analysis, with the individual 
reduced to a minor role, described as a cell in a much larger social body.64  With regard to 
human beings, Ratzel saw the state as the human form of the “aggregate organism,” 
which was responsible for securing the necessary territory for the group’s continued 
vitality.65  In this sense then, cultural communities such as the nation became largely 
irrelevant, since they were unable to control or manipulate space.   
When applied to the geopolitical realities of Central Europe, Ratzel’s theories 
supported the political notion of German nationhood.  He eschewed cultural 
understandings of nationality, defining the Volk as a “a politically united body made up 
of groups and individuals, who need neither to be related ethnically nor linguistically, but 
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who through their common territory are spatially linked together.”66  In this sense then, 
Ratzel viewed the Dutch and Swiss as nations in their own right, while allowing that 
members of the cultural German community in places like Baltic Russia would have to be 
given up, since they were too distant from the main body of the national community to 
retain their national consciousness.67  Finally, Ratzel also dismissed 
“Nationalitätenpolitik“ (the idea of trying to spatially tailor the state around ethnic 
borders), which stuck him as a political and social “regression” due to its “unterritorial 
character.”68  Rather, he noted, a limited degree of ethnic mixing in a state was to be 
welcomed, since people were the “goods of our time.”  So long as their migrational 
patterns did not upset the ethnic balance in a given state (as they did in Austria-Hungary 
and Turkey), they would “enrich and rejuvenate” the German nation “without rapidly 
changing the spirit and form of our people (Volk).”69 
 
 In the end then, the establishment of the Kaiserreich was celebrated from a 
theoretical standpoint by many Germans not only as an event that gave the German 
people their own national state, but as one that also fundamentally reshaped the social 
composition of the nation itself.  As in 1848, the mood among many in the academic 
community after unification was one that expected the gradual Germanization of the 
Danish, Polish and French populations caught within the borders of the new state, while 
the Germans who were left on the outside – especially in Austria – would develop their 
own nationality as the Swiss and Dutch had done.  To many minds then, Bismarck had 
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given a definitive answer Schiller’s question about where Germany was.  As Kirchhoff 
noted, “He [Bismarck] always understood under the phrase ‘German nation’ only the 
inhabitants of the Empire that was founded on 18 January 1871.”70 
 
Sites of Ambiguity 
 
One of the most prominent features of the discourse of nationality in the 
Kaiserreich was the plasticity of the terminology it used, which often deployed the same 
descriptor to reference both political and cultural notions of national community.  This 
was in part a normal consequence of the construction of the national state, which 
purposely appropriated an ethno-cultural vocabulary to redefine nationality around itself.  
Words like deutsche, deutsches Volk or Deutschland thereby acquired a definite political 
meaning, serving as synonyms for the German Empire, its institutions or inhabitants.71  
Such a transformation seemed quite natural, for it reflected the widespread conviction 
detailed above that the normal development of the nation was an evolution from a Kultur- 
to a Staatsnation.72   
And yet, this shrinkage of meaning was never fully realized, due in large part to 
the continued prominence of cultural or historical models of the German nation in the 
public sphere – especially in the very cultural productions used to celebrate the 
establishment of the Kaiserreich.  In patriotic poems and songs (Arndt’s What is the 
German Fatherland?, Hoffman’s The Ballad of the Germans), cultural festivals 
(Wagner’s Germanic Bayreuth operas), popular works of fiction (Gustav Freytag, Felix 
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Dahn) and monuments (the Hamburg Bismark tower, the Kyffhäuser monument, and the 
Hermann statue in the Teutoberger forest), Germans continually encountered a Germany 
that was not defined by politics, but instead by the very cultural relationships that had 
supposedly been superseded by the founding of a national state.73  As a consequence of 
this development, the language employed to describe nationality also retained its value as 
a cultural descriptor, i.e. serving as a reference to the broader German national 
community that included Austrians and other ethnic Germans living beyond the borders 
of the Empire. 
The result of these overlapping or dual meanings was the creation of several sites 
of ambiguity within the public sphere – areas where nationality could be read as either a 
culturally- or politically derived quality.  Moreover, as several examples will show, this 
lack of clarity effected not only the reception of the language associated with the nation, 
but also found its way into the practice of nationality as well.  Even in places and among 
individuals where the basic idea of nationality was reduced to a political characteristic, 
the cultural idea of nationhood occasionally slipped through.  This enduring plasticity 
would hamper efforts to translate ideological convictions about the centrality of the 
nation in public life into political practice, creating demand for a practical process that 
would make clear distinctions about who belonged where.  
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 Perhaps the most basic site of national ambiguity – somewhat surprisingly – was 
the German Empire’s designation of citizenship, which played a key role in shaping 
perceptions about membership in the national community.74  Technically speaking, this 
institution was designed as a purely political concept.  As it had been in 1848, citizenship 
in the new Reich was derived from a pre-existing legal belonging (citizenship) to one of 
the member states, rather than awarded universally by the national state based on any 
ethnic or linguistic criteria.  Members of national minority groups were given the 
franchise, and no restrictions were imposed based on religion (Jews, Catholics).  In 
addition, the possession of citizenship was understood in the positivist sense, i.e. as a 
temporary relationship between the state and an individual, not as an inherent and 
inviolable right that stemmed from some transcendental social body like the nation.  As 
such the instrument of citizenship was a transitory entity, which is to say that it could be 
changed through various political actions.  One could gain it through marriage, 
legitimization or naturalization, or contrarily it could be lost through service to another 
state’s army or by living for more than ten years outside the Reich’s boundaries without 
taking a loyalty oath at an imperial consulate.75  Finally, no Abstammungsprinzip [i.e., the 
principle of blood-descent] existed that enabled members of the cultural German 
community living outside the Empire or descendents of previous citizens to claim it 
based on ethnic heritage. 
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 And yet, the language of citizenship was itself designed to evoke culturally-based 
ideas of national belonging.  The Constitution of 1871, for example, used the nationally-
loaded term “Deutscher” as the proper noun for a citizen of the new state, rather than the 
more neutral term “Bundesangehörige” [i.e., “member of the federation”] found in the 
North German Confederation’s constitution.76  The use of the ethno-cultural descriptor as 
a synonym for citizen was not accidental, but fit within a broader German tradition that 
saw citizenship as a place where political and cultural forms of identity could be brought 
together.  As far back as the close of the Napoleonic Wars, German patriots had 
expressed enthusiasm for inserting nationality-specific language into the legal framework 
of the reconstructed Germany, though these initial efforts failed.  The Bundesakte of 1815 
used the generic phrase “Unterthanen” [“Subject”] rather than Deutscher due to concerns 
about the latter being a move too far in the direction of nationalization.77  For precisely 
this reason, however, the term was attractive to many of the delegates at the Frankfurt 
Parliament in 1848.  The Prussian Wilhelm Jordan argued that describing the citizen this 
way would “elevate the word ‘German’ to a higher meaning,” bringing together all the 
inhabitants of the new national state into the social body of the German nation.78  Some 
delegates, however, felt that the term Deutscher went too far due to the ethno-centric 
limitations it implied.  The Austrian delegate Anton Wiesner objected that it could be 
read as leaving out “the millions of Slavs who are our brothers,” leading him to propose 
instead that pre-election literature use the generic Staatsangehörige [“member of the 
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state”] (his suggestion was accepted).  Theodor Fritsch made a similar motion during the 
Constitutional Committee’s debates over the Basic Rights clause, arguing that term 
Angehörige was a more appropriate name because “it is generic and can be applied to any 
native inhabitant of German federal territory.”79  In the end, the delegates chose to keep 
the phrase “Jeder Deutscher” [“Every German”] in the new constitution in order to stress 
the German-nature of the new state, though they eventually also included a separate 
introductory paragraph that defined the German people as a politically determined body 
to make clear that the rights it conveyed were not circumscribed by a linguistic 
qualification.80 
 The effect of this conflation between political and cultural forms of belonging was 
apparent in the practice of citizenship in the Kaiserreich as well, where despite its 
explicit political framing the concept was also often treated as an ethno-cultural entity.  
As several studies have shown, German naturalization decisions, for example, were 
heavily influenced by perceptions of ethnic belonging.81 Jews and Poles in particular 
were subjected to a standard policy of discrimination, which stressed that ethnic 
belonging was more important than their personal capabilities when it came to 
determining a candidate’s potential loyalty to the state.82  In 1904 this policy was 
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crystallized in an Interior ministry memo that supplied district governments with specific 
guidelines for the necessity of rejecting applications from Jews, Poles, Danes and Czechs 
for naturalization.83   
The desire to tie ethnicity and citizenship together was also present in public 
discourse, where Germany’s transformation into a world power and the increasing 
nationalization of politics led to calls for the ethnicization of citizenship laws, which were 
seen by some as a “means of maintaining German ethnicity.”84  On the one hand, 
nationalist organizations like the Pan-German League, the Colonial Society and the 
German School Association agitated against the ten year clause in the Law on the Gain 
and Loss of Citizenship of 1 June 1870, which was seen as a law that artificially drove 
ethnic Germans away from their proper place inside the national community.  Instead, 
they called for the perpetual retention of citizenship abroad and the possibility of its 
transfer to the following generations based on the principle of common descent (jus 
sanguinis).  Closer to home, they also called for changes to the way citizenship was 
awarded within the Reich, with Hasse, for example, arguing that members of foreign 
ethnic groups – “Volksfremde” – should not be naturalized under any circumstances.  In 
the end, this movement to change the imperial citizenship law expanded to include 
individuals from a broad ideological perspective, including the socialist delegate August 
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Bebel and Kaiser Wilhelm II.  In 1913 the law was finally changed, with Germans living 
abroad given the possibility of retaining their citizenship indefinitely and to pass it on to 
their children.  In addition, proposed amendments that sought to open citizenship to all 
peoples born on German soil (the principle of jus soli) were rejected.85  Despite this 
emphasis on ethnicity and descent, however, the basic tension over the true meaning of 
citizenship remained.  To be a Deutscher implied the existence of a relationship with both 
the political and cultural forms of the national community – forms whose various 
dimensions were not necessarily in harmony with one another.  Again, rather than 
producing resolution, the language of citizenship left much for the individual to work out 
on their own. 
 A second site of ambiguity lay in the Konversations-Lexikon or popular 
encyclopedias, which functioned as important nodes for the production and dissemination 
of knowledge in nineteenth century German society.86  These encyclopedias provided 
their readers (especially in the middle classes) with information on a wide range of 
topics, offering easy access to expert knowledge.  To the curious student, upwardly 
mobile salon-visitor or internationally-focused businessman, they promised a degree of 
certainty about various places, entities or concepts that might otherwise be vague or 
distant.  By the 1870s, demand for these popular encyclopedias had expanded rapidly, to 
the extent that the market supported several major brands, including the dominant 
Brockhaus (whose 1855 edition sold over 300,000 sets) and Meyers (1890/233,00 sets) 
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series, as well as Catholic and conservative alternatives by Bartholama Herder and 
Hermann Wagener (respectively).87  These encyclopedias were, then, an obvious point 
for learning about the nation, both as a general social group and with specific relation to 
Germany itself.  And yet, over the long term, these reference volumes failed to produce a 
consistent image of what the nation was or where it was located, often zigzagging instead 
between cultural and political notions of national identity. 
One of the most important points where cultural and political ideas of nationhood 
overlapped in the encyclopedias was in their definitions of Volk and Nation – the two 
terms most often used to describe national communities.  At the start of the nineteenth 
century, these terms were essentially used interchangeably as reflections of both political 
and ethno-cultural bodies – hardly surprising given the widespread expectation that two 
forms of community were supposed to be largely one and the same.88   The eleventh 
edition of F.A. Brockhaus’ Allgemeine deutsche Real-Encyclopädie (1865), for example, 
defined Volk as more of an ethno-cultural construct, formed “primarily through descent, 
bodily and spiritual disposition, custom, language, education and fate; a naturally formed 
unit of humanity, similar to Nation.“ 89  Similarly, Nation was also a social body defined 
by “commonality of character, life, thought, feeling and business, enclosed by a fraction 
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of humanity,” bound together through “descent and speech.”90  Several prominent 
encyclopedias from the 1850s such as the first editions of Wagener’s State and Society 
Dictionary (1859) or Herders Conversations-Lexikon (1856) found the two to be so alike 
in meaning that they only defined one of them, referring readers who looked under Volk, 
for example, to Nation.91 
 The desire for greater linguistic specificity, however – especially within academic 
disciplines such as the legal sciences – drove attempts to circumscribe the meanings of 
Volk and Nation.92  The influential Swiss jurist Johann Caspar Bluntschli, for example, 
began to stress political versus cultural belonging as the key point of difference between 
the two terms in his German Political Dictionary of 1857.  “[T]he word Nation” he 
argued, “refers to descent, to race, in other words to ethnic connections...Volk, on the 
other hand, to a political tie.”  Nation was a synonym for “a linguistic community,” Volk 
something for which “the borders of state citizenship are also the borders of the Volk.”93  
After unification, Bluntschli’s terminological framing found great resonance, making its 
way into the many of the popular encyclopedias.  The third edition of Meyers’ 
Konverastions-Lexikon (1874-1878), for example defined Volk as “the total who live 
under a collective political regime of united citizens of a certain state,” omitting the idea 
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that a Volk community could be constructed through common descent, language or 
custom.94  The thirteenth edition of the Brockhaus series (1882-1887) took a more 
moderate approach, continuing to identify Volk as an ethnic community, but allowing that 
“in the legal sense Volk is distinguished from Nation.  There it means the populace that is 
bound to the state.  Nation is an ethnological, Volk a political and legal concept.”95  
 Despite these advances in the political meaning of the term Volk however, it is 
important to note that the term’s ethnic meaning was never fully displaced.  Brockhaus 
continued to emphasize “descent, bodily and spiritual disposition, custom, language, 
education and fate” as the primary factors building this naturally occurring community in 
later editions, indicating that its political meaning was only found within the specialized 
discourse of political science.96  Meyers adopted virtually the same wording for its entry, 
backing away from its previous definition.  The fifth edition’s definition of Nation in 
1896 even went so far as to ascribe a double usage of the term, so that one could “speak 
of a German Volk and a German Nation; also of an Austrian Volk.  But not of an Austrian 
Nation.”97  In the end, only Herders was converted to solely giving the political 
definition. 
 The persistence of the ethnic view of the nation – not only as a concept in and of 
itself, but especially as an entity still closely intertwined with politics – could also be seen 
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in the national-specific entry for ‘Germany’ itself.  Prior to unification, this section was 
often divided into two headings: one concerning the geographical existence of the nation, 
the other the historical experience of its people.  Brockhaus’ eleventh edition in 1865, for 
example, distinguished between “Germany (geographical-statistical)” – a physical and 
statistical description of the German Bund – and “Germany (historical),” a look back at 
German ethnicity that began with the Germanic migrations.  Yet it was also clear that the 
former was in no way supposed to exist independently as a representation of the nation.  
The article cautioned in its opening sentence concerning the Bund that it “excludes many 
German elements, who through the passage of time in part overflowed the boundaries of 
the old homeland, in part were separated from the main body through political fate.”98  
These, along with the Austrians who would shortly find themselves excluded from the 
German Bund the following year were still integral members of the German national 
community, and it was improper to imagine the nation without them. 
 After unification, the need to disconnect the ethnic and political images of the 
nation led to a split in the encyclopedia entries, with Meyers and Brockhaus both creating 
separate entries for each.  “Germany” came to represent the political, qualified with the 
inclusion of “German Empire” in parentheses immediately thereafter (Meyers) or placed 
in the title of the article itself (Brockhaus).  The definitions that followed were dry 
geography, political and economic descriptions of the nation-state.  At the same time, a 
new entry also appeared in both encyclopedias for “German people,” which addressed 
issues of ethnicity and culture.  Brockhaus defined this as an anthropological group, 
based on linguistic divisions and originating with the Germanic tribes of pre-history.  
Meyers, on the other hand, provided two definitions, noting first that the term “in political 
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usage” could be used for “the population of the German Empire, which also includes 
non-German components”; second, it could also refer “in ethnographic light” to “the 
totality of the inhabitants of Europe and other areas, whose mother tongue is German.”99  
The rest of the article dealt exclusively with this ethnic component.  
 Despite these efforts to achieve some distinction between cultural and political 
forms of German belonging, however, it is notable the extent to which the two definitions 
continued to bleed into one another.  The usage of the term Volk to represent the ethnic 
group was contradicted to some extent by the aforementioned entries that tried to 
associate this word primarily with political communities.  At the same time, descriptions 
of the German Empire were also problematic, as they often included an historical section 
that began with the founding of the Holy Roman Empire at the start of the ninth century 
or even earlier with Germanic migrations.  Meyers, for example, made the following 
claim when beginning its entry of 1903 on “Germany”: 
German history is tied to that of the German Empire, even if this in different  
times had a different area and incorporation.  It never covered the German  
Volk.  Up until the foundation of Empire in 919, the tribes were the bearers  
of national consciousness, and one of them - the Franks - were better organized  
politically and rose over the others, trying to conquer them.100  
 
These historical episodes did little to justify or legitimize the idea of the national state as 
a political body; rather, they invoked a national mythology that was deeply ethno-cultural 
in character.  Images of the stateless Germanic tribes – who were also described with the 
word Volk (“Völker”) – as representatives of the political embodiment of ‘Germany’ were 
also unhelpful, blending together competing conceptions of the basis of the national 
community.  In the end then, all these nation-related articles served only to further muddy 
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the already murky waters of language usage.  Rather than bringing clarity to the linguistic 
disorder encountered in examinations of nation and nationality, they institutionalized the 
dual political and cultural meanings of terms like Volk, Nation and Deutschland. 
This overlapping sense of meaning contained in the language of nationality also 
affected its practice – particularly within in many of the nationally-oriented professional 
associations and publications that celebrated the founding of the Kaiserreich.  One such 
example is represented by the German geographers’ annual meeting, which functioned as 
a substitute for a national association (tensions between local branches in Berlin and the 
rest of Germany prevented the formation of a national German geographers’ association).  
We have seen above how many German geographers such as Kirchhoff and Ratzel saw 
the German nation after 1871 as a social group defined by political belonging.  Yet at 
times, they also treated the nation as a cultural body as well.  Kirchhoff, for example, 
opened the second meeting of this group in 1882 by declaring that the membership of the 
gathering should not to be limited to the boundaries of imperial national state, but was to 
be drawn “from all the tribes of the German people (Volk) according to their historical 
borders: from the Berner Alps to the Zuidersea, from the shores of the Isar and the 
Danube to the backwaters of Prussia.”101  The later selection of Vienna (1891) and 
Innsbruck (1912) as locations for the annual meeting re-affirmed this interpretation of the 
group’s ‘national’ dimensions.102 
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At the same meeting in 1882, the geographers also elected to create a national 
organ for the systematic scientific study of the geography of ’Germany’, known as the 
Central Commission for the Scientific Geography of Germany.  Here too, the nation was 
once again treated as a cultural body.  The Commission’s first report noted that “as we 
are here concerned…with the territory of the entire German people (Volk)…lands outside 
of the German Empire such as the former Austrian Lands of the Holy Roman Empire, 
Switzerland, the Netherlands, Luxemburg and Belgium must also be included in the 
work.”103  When the commission – which initially included Ratzel and later also 
Kirchhoff – began to assemble a bibliography of national geographical knowledge later 
that year, it sent out over 1400 copies of the appeal to individuals and publishers across 
the German speaking areas of Europe.104  They received an enthusiastic response not only 
from the usual suspects in places like Austria, but also from distant German communities 
in the Siebenbürgen, the Netherlands and Russia.  Interestingly, one of the few places that 
failed to respond to the commission’s inquiry was Switzerland – a development that led 
the Commission’s first chairman Richard Lehmann to express his disappointment that the 
Swiss had misinterpreted the national dimensions of the project.  The Commission’s 
work, he noted, had “not the least to do with politics or political relationships.”105  The 
German nation the geographers wished to map was still the German Kulturnation. 
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A similar pattern of development also occurred within the German Society for 
Anthropology, Ethnology and Prehistory, which also gravitated between a political and 
cultural practice of nationality.  Founded on the eve of unification (1870) in order to 
provide a “midpoint” for the many German anthropological societies (and in part to 
match the creation of such societies in France and England), the society was originally 
intended to include all German speakers.106  Yet the political realities of the kleindeutsche 
solution to unification soon began to reshape the structure of the organization.  Several 
members of the association such as Alexander von Frantzius and Carl Vogt argued that 
the interests of the Austrian anthropologists were now at odds with the Reich-centered 
organization and that the political division between Germany and Austria would have to 
be replicated within the association.107  At the same time, a separatist movement also 
developed in Vienna leading to the formation of the independent Anthropological Society 
of Vienna.  In the coming years, the German Society became more closely attached to the 
German state, using Virchow’s influence in political circles to win financial support from 
the Prussian ministry for culture.108 
And yet, the desire to maintain a recognition of broader culturally-based patterns 
of national belonging never really disappeared.  In 1889, a thaw between the Austrian and 
Reichsdeutsche associations led to a joint meeting in Vienna, where Austrian membership 
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in the German national scientific endeavors was roundly celebrated.  The lead Austrian 
speaker Brunner v. Wattenwyl betrayed the sense of common cultural nationality felt by 
many of the delegates during his pre-conference toast, declaring that: “we in Austria 
belong in a cultural-historical sense to the greater German nation.  We feel our common 
kinship and prove it through our collective work in the field of science.”109 
The cultural image of the German nation also continued to be featured 
prominently within major popular and professional journals.  Die Gartenlaube was one 
such example.  Founded in 1853 to promote German unification, it played an important 
role in shaping middle class perceptions of the spatial dimensions of the national 
community, providing in the words of one historian “an implicit map of the national 
space for its readers.”110  A key device for accomplishing this purpose was a long running 
series of articles entitled Land und Leute [“Land and People”], which introduced readers 
to the disparate parts of the German nation.  Each article provided a virtual tour of a 
given region, laying out the details of its geography, street names and the location of 
major points of interest.  In addition, they also added ethnographical detail, laying out the 
regions customs, dress habits, major cultural festivals and traditions (such as courting 
rituals) and even providing descriptions of the physical appearance of the inhabitants.  In 
doing so, the articles provided a rich visual image of a given region that readers could 
then identify with.  These localities were then tied to the national whole through a short 
historical review, which tied local events into broader national narratives.111 
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Over the course of its 52 installments (1855-1882), the Land and Leute series 
changed little despite the impact of unification.  German speaking areas outside the new 
Kaiserreich remained an important focus of its attention, with eight essays, for example, 
dedicated to Germans in the Tyrol in the first three years after 1871.  Thirty-seven more 
were published between 1881 and 1902.  The Siebenbürgen Germans were another 
frequent subject of interest, with four articles appearing on them between 1881 and 
1884.112  Despite unification, Die Gartenlaube continued to treat the nation as a 
culturally-defined body. 
Diaspora areas of the German cultural community were also the subject of several 
articles in the Preussische Jahrbücher after 1871, despite the emphasis placed by one of 
its editors (Treitschke) on the political idea of nationhood.113  Between 1874 and 1886, 
the journal published nine articles on nationality struggles in places like Hungary, Austria 
and the Siebenbürgen, with another on Belgium that described the Flemish as 
“Niederdeutsche” [“lower Germans” – a philological classification].114  Rather than 
relying on visual imagery like the Land und Leute series, however, the articles on 
nationality contained in the Jahrbücher evoked feelings of common national belonging 
by highlighting the existential threat faced by these seemingly ordinary ‘German’ 
communities in the Diaspora.  A typical article from 1874 described the situation in 
                                               
112
 Figures taken from Belgum, Popularizing the Nation, pp. 36-45.  Also see Marcus Koch, Nationale 
Identität im Prozess nationalstaatlicher Orientierung : dargestellt am Beispiel Deutschlands durch die 
Analyse der Familienzeitschrift "Die Gartenlaube" von 1853 - 1890 (Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 2003)  
113
 Treitschke also rejected the so-called nationality principle directly in the pages of the Jahrbücher, 
arguing in 1871 that “we Germans have never understood the nationality principle in the rawest and 
exaggerated sense, as if all the Europeans who speak German must belong to our state.”  See Treitschke, 
“Oesterreich und das deutsche Reich,” PJ 28 (1871), p. 668 
114
 Fr. Oetker”Der Sprachen= und Rassenstreit in Belgien,” PJ 29 (1873), pp. 257-273.  Attestations of the 
‘Germanness’ of Belgium in the pages of the Jahrbücher were not new.  A separate article from 1870 
(written after Sedan) also labeled Belgium “half-German.”  See E. Zeller, “Das Recht der Nationalität,” PJ 
26 (1870), p. 28 
 60 
Hungary, for example, as a “Vernichtungskrieg” [“war of annihilation”] in which 
“valuable goods of German life and spirit” stood “in great danger.”115  Another warned of 
“a heated nationality struggle“ in Bohemia being carried out by a ruthless Czech 
majority, whose goal was to ensure that even “[i]n his own territory – that often has more 
inhabitants than many a German or Austrian kingdom – the son of a German townsman 
or farmer cannot secure a [German-speaking] office or court.”116  By framing these 
struggles in moral terms – i.e. as instances of repression, the “mistreatment of all German 
rights” or as the result of foreign “chauvinism” – the articles made it easy for 
Reichsdeutscher to imagine themselves as a force for justice, the defenders of their less 
fortunate national brothers and sisters. 117  To put things another way, the Diaspora 
communities became objects of a nationalist discourse that justified (in moral terms) 
political intervention/agitation by either the Kaiserreich or the various nationalists 
themselves in other countries.  The key point, however, is that they produced a model of 
the German nation that was based on culture, not politics. 
 
The end result of all this linguistic ambiguity was the creation of an odd condition 
within the German public sphere in which “nation” seemed like an objective concept that 
was easy to define, but whose exact meaning or dimensions remained difficult to pin 
down.  No fact testifies more clearly to this mixing of certainty and ambiguity than the 
frequency with which articles or pamphlets appeared around the turn of the century 
dedicated to defining terms like ‘nation’, ‘national’, etc.118  Some like Hermann Riegler’s 
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“Nation-national” published in the Newslatter of the General German Language Society 
argued that Volk was a political descriptor, Nation a cultural one that was based on “the 
collective unity of descent and speech.”119  Friedrich Neumann’s monograph Volk und 
Nation (1888) also favored this approach, though Neumann admitted that both terms 
carried multiple meanings.120  Others like Georg Wilhelm Schiele’s “State, Volk und 
Nation” in the Preussiche Jahrbücher took the inverse position, stating that Volk was the 
ethnographic term, Nation only a social body created by the union of Volk and state.121  
And as we have seen, Kirchhoff was also responsible for a number of articles that that 
favored this direction.122  The most important of these was his 1902 What is national?, a 
transcription of a speech given to the Thüringian.-Säxon Society for Geography at Halle 
that provoked a number of critical and supportive responses in newspapers and 
magazines around Germany.123  Finally, a third opinion also surfaced in these debates 
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advancing Renan’s position, i.e. that the nation was a social body constituted more by the 
united will of its members rather than by any objectively determinable criteria.124  
All these efforts, however, failed, at least in terms of their ability to produce 
consensus about what the nation was and what characteristics defined its spatial 
dimensions.  “Nation” remained a rather nebulous concept, given form by individuals 
according to their own ideological preferences rather than by any set pattern imposed 
from above by authorities or ‘national’ traditions.   
 
Race and Nation 
 
The complicated and intertwined relationship between conceptions of race and 
nation has been the object of much scholarly attention over the past sixty years. 125  
Within the German context, this has particularly been the case due to the obvious need to 
explain the rise of the Nazis and their race-based crimes against humanity.126  Rather than 
engaging in the debates over causality and responsibility most of this literature focuses 
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on, I want here merely to highlight the intense linguistic overlap that existed between the 
two discourses of race and nation – a condition that further complicated the already 
problematic attempt to define what the nation was and who was a member of it.  By the 
turn of the century, Germans were using the same language to describe both racial and 
national groups, making it difficult to distinguish where the boundaries lay between 
conceptually separate biological, cultural and political notions of community.  Words like 
Rasse [“Race”], Deutschtum [an ethnographic label for all Germans] and Volkstum [a 
more general synonym for Deutschtum] were infused with multiple meanings, despite the 
best efforts by scientists such as Virchow or Ludwig Wilser to impose clear 
distinctions.127  In the end, this ambiguity bled into the discourse of nation, where 
individuals were able to read race into their own self-understandings of the nation 
without any consistent pattern of usage or definition.128 
 
The vocabulary used to talk about race in imperial Germany was primarily built 
out of three methodologies used to construct racial hierarchies.  The first of these 
classificatory systems emerged in the mid-eighteenth century and was based on 
observations of readily visible physical characteristics such as hair, eye and skin color.  
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The Swedish naturalist Linnaeus, for example, identified four racial groups by analyzing 
skin color in his 1735 System Naturae (red, white, black and yellow).129  By the latter half 
of the nineteenth century these traits had become euphemisms for racial categories 
themselves, to the extent that authors such as the racial theorist Count Gobineau 
frequently spoke of the existence of “white” or “blond” races.130 Although this method 
was also frequently criticized due to the subjective nature of its categories (how did one 
define ‘yellow’ vs. ‘white’ skin?), it retained a fair degree of popularity within 
anthropological societies due to the ease with which non-specialists could engage with 
it.131  One needed no distinctive anthropological or medical training to participate in or 
understand the surveys, meaning non-specialists like teachers or army doctors could be 
used to collect data.  Indeed, as Andrew Zimmermann has shown, it was precisely this 
sense of practicality that led the German anthropologists to select stature, hair, eye and 
skin color as the primary categories for their infamous school survey in the 1870s.132 
A second approach used to construct races focused on the spatial dimensions of 
the skull, which was seen as an object that might reveal significant patterns of human 
variation.  By the end of the eighteenth century, men like the German physician Johann 
Friedrich Blumenbach and the Dutch anatomist Peter Camper had begun to make 
measurements of cranial volume and the angles between prominent facial features in the 
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hopes of identifying and distinguishing racial groups.133  The Swedish anatomist Anders 
Retzius provided anthropologists with the framework for a common method in 1840 with 
his invention of the Cephalic Index – a ratio that expressed the breadth of the head as a 
percentage of its length from front to back.  Individuals who possessed a rating over 80 
(the ratio was usually multiplied by 100 to produce whole numbers) were termed 
“Brachycephalic” (round-headed) while those with ratios under 75 were 
“Dolichocephalic” (long-headed).134  By the 1870s, the Index had become a popular 
standard of measurement within European anthropological circles, in large part because it 
managed to express racial belonging in numerical terms that seemed objectively 
determined and unambiguous.135  Discussions of skull sizes and ratios were a subject 
commonly discussed within the German Society for Anthropology, Ethnology and 
Prehistory, and in 1886, the Badenese government agreed to allow the Karlsruhe Society 
for the Study of Ancient History to begin a massive study of 30,000 its army conscripts.136 
Despite this allure of objectivity, however, the maps of racial belonging produced 
by the Cephalic system failed to generate clear lines of separation between various 
groups.  Brachycephalic and Dolichocephalic individuals could be found in almost every 
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geographic location on earth, bifurcating long-imagined racial groupings based upon skin 
color or geography (a French man and a Chinese man might share the same Cephalic 
ratio, but few were ready to describe them as members of the same race).  As a result, 
anthropologists began to supplement craniological findings with other data related to hair 
and eye color as well as stature, through which it was hoped the Cephalic grouping could 
be further refined.137  While such as system satisfied pre-conceived notions of typologies 
(separating Europeans and Africans in particular), it also produced a series of variations 
within Europe itself.  By the end of the nineteenth century, many racial anthropologists 
had come to believe in the existence of three internal European races: a long-headed, fair-
skinned, blond haired, blue eyed group from the north known most commonly as “Homo 
Europaeus”; a long-headed, dark skinned, dark-eyed and brown-haired group found in the 
south known as “Homo Mediterraneus”; and a short, round-headed, dark eyed, brown-
haired group from the middle of the continent known as “Homo Alpinius.”138  
Finally, the third method of constructing race was what one practitioner termed 
“linguistic paleontology” – a process that used comparative philology to conduct 
ethnographic research on pre-historical peoples.139  The basic idea was to identify the 
common root words present in historically related tongues and then analyze the 
reconstructed language for clues about the ‘peoples’ who supposedly spoke them.  Thus 
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the close proximity between the words for snow, ice and winter found in Sanskrit, 
German and Latin indicated that whoever had spoken the language before it splintered 
had lived in a colder climate (snow, for example, is snizh in ancient Persian, snaivs in 
ancient German and nix in Latin).  A similar pattern of commonality existed for certain 
tree names, leading ethno-linguists like Friedrich Max Müller to assert the historical 
existence of an ‘Aryan’ people in central Asia.140  Although many of these philologists 
resisted attempts to blend racial and linguistic classifications – Max Müller once 
famously remarked that speaking of an Aryan race was as absurd as a “dolichocephalic 
dictionary” – such denials were often couched in terms that provided space for racialized 
notions of ethnicity.141  Despite Max Müller’s protestations that “[e]thnological race and 
linguistic race [were] not commensurate,” he nevertheless also argued that “in ante-
historical times” it was possible such a situation had existed, and went on to note that 
“whenever there is a mixture of language, there is at the same time a much greater 
mixture of blood.”142  As we know all too well due to the rise of National Socialism, the 
notion of the Aryans as a racial group gained significant traction by the eve of the first 
world war.143 
The problem with all three of these systems was that the vocabularies they 
developed to talk about race intersected too closely with ideas related to the nation, 
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sowing confusion about the conceptual boundaries between the two.  The common usage 
of hair and eye color as a marker of racial belonging, for example, overlapped with the 
national mythology built around Tacitus and the image of the blond haired, blue eyed 
Germanic tribesman.144  This led anthropologists to frequently assert or assume an 
ethnographic connection between belonging to these tribes and having blue eyes.  
Hermann Schaffhausen (discoverer of the Neanderthal species), for example, argued at 
the fourth annual meeting of the German Society for Anthropology, Ethnology and 
Prehistory in Wiesbaden that blond hair and blue eyes were signs of Germanic racial 
purity, asserting that the modern populations of France, Germany and Britain still greatly 
resembled the picture painted by Roman-era ethnographies by Caeser, Tacitus and 
Strabo.145  Similarly, Virchow suggested in 1885 that patterns of blondness in the Polish 
territories, southern Germany and Austria were due to German migrations/colonization in 
the pre-modern period.146 
The terminology associated with the Cephalic Index was also problematic.  
Awkward anthropometric names like Homo europaeus were soon supplemented with 
synonyms such as “germanische Rasse,” “nordeuropäische Rasse,” “nordische Rasse,” 
“teutonischer Typus,” “arische Rasse” and “blonde Rasse,” implying similarities between 
physical anthropological groups and certain geographical and philological categories 
often linked to the idea of German national belonging.147  Occasionally anthropologists 
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used language that directly described racial groups in terms of a particular nationality 
(i.e., “Chinesenrasse,” “Rasse der Franzosen”), further creating illusions of a connection 
between national and racial belonging.148 
Anthropologists also incorporated philological terminology into the language used 
to describe race, frequently substituting linguistic categories for purely physical 
anthropological ones.  Alongside the aforementioned label “Germanic race” they often 
spoke of Slavic, Celtic or Indo-Germanic races – a tendency that arose in part from the 
attempt to conduct research on the remains of pre-historical peoples using physical 
anthropological methods (i.e. measuring skulls of skeletons found in burial sites and 
assigning them a place on the Cephalic Index).149  Karl Penka led a series of such 
investigations on pre-historic “Aryan” grave sites, which he saw as the potential location 
of evidence that would reveal a purer time when “Volk und race fell together” (the results 
of his work were expected to confirm that the pure Aryan type “could not be any other 
than the type for which the northern German appears the most pure” – the blond haired, 
blue eyed dolichocephale).150  Some anthropologists began to assert that patterns of 
division between these historical-linguistic groups matched those laid out by the Index, to 
the extent that brachycephalic features were assumed to be indicative of Slavic descent 
while dolichocephalic measurements were taken as a sign of Germanic belonging.151  
Julius Kollmann, for example, asserted in an 1876 debate with Virchow that a pure 
dolichocephalic population had once lived in Germany (ostensibly some Germanic tribe), 
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the remnants of which could still be seen in Scandinavia.  Virchow agreed that this was 
probably the case, but cautioned against the simple formula that all dolichocephalic pre-
historical finds were necessarily Germanic since it was possible another long-headed race 
had lived beside them.152   
Finally, there was also the obvious conceptual overlap that existed between 
linguistic paleontology and the philological nationalism of the first half of the nineteenth 
century, particularly in the way both privileged the distant past as a site of meaning for 
contemporary forms of national identity.  In reconstructing the migrations of the 
Germanic peoples and their Aryan ancestors, linguistic paleontology essentially built 
upon the same narratives used to establish the fictive ethnicity of the modern German 
nation.  If the origins of the current German Empire lay in the pre-historic tribesmen 
described by Tacitus – as the fourth edition of the Meyers Konversations-Lexikon of 1904 
had claimed, then was not the acquisition of additional knowledge about their history and 
culture not related to the evolution of German national identity as well?  Moreover, the 
emphasis placed on language from this period by the Romantics as a site where one could 
reconnect with the original or pure expression of the national spirit only enhanced the 
potential value of linguistic paleontology.  If medieval epics like the Edda and the 
Niebelungenlied were windows upon the organic German essence, then would not older 
Aryan texts function even more effectively in this regard?  Indeed, it is precisely this 
proximity to the past that made India and the Vedic texts appealing to Romantics like 
Friedrich Schlegel.153  
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By the beginning of the twentieth century, this discursive overlap began to move 
beyond limited anthropological groups and circulate in the way Germans talked about the 
nation in the public sphere.  This conflation of race and nation was not limited to the 
writings of nationalist activists like Karl Peters or Houston Stewart Chamberlain, but also 
in more politically ‘neutral’ spaces such as encyclopedias or statistical surveys as well 
(the latter is examined in chapter two).  The third edition of the Catholic Herders 
encyclopedia, for example, included the following language in its description for 
‘German’ in 1904:  
The Germans had already incorporated in the Germanic period Celtic elements in the Southwest, 
Roman in the west, and Slavic in the east.  The Jews, especially in the East have not yet been 
assimilated.  So they have developed different physical features.  Approximately one third of the 
[German] nation has white skin, blond hair and blue eyes, especially in the north (Prussia 35,47%, 
brunette 11,63%).  In the south Brachycephiles increase (Frisia 31%, Old Bavaria 99%).154 
 
Similarly, Brockhaus also provided racial knowledge about the population of the Reich, 
while the Meyers brand included a map of “the spread of the Germans in middle Europe” 
that used the results of Virchow’s anthropological survey of school children’s hair and 
eye colors as markers of German identity (figure 1.1, below).155 
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Figure 1.1: A Map entitled "The Spread of the Germans in Middle Europe," drawn from the entry 
for "German Volk" in the 6th edition of the Meyers Konversations-Lexikon (1903).  Notice that the 
map depicts patterns of hair and eye color rather than more traditional criteria used to measure 
nationality such as language spoken. 
 
The result of all this mixing was a great deal of confusion about the exact 
meaning of terms like Rasse and what exactly the relationship between racial and 
national groups was.  In the same fashion as we saw above with the discourse of nation, 
racial anthropologists repeatedly sought to establish clear definitions of their terminology 
in article after article, only to fail.156 The physical anthropologist Ludwig Wilser 
remarked in a critical review of Willibald Hentschell’s Varuna: a World and Historical 
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View from the Standpoint of an Aryan (1901) that he was so overwhelmed by the 
mushrooming of various racial theories after 1900 that he felt as if he were locked in a 
“fight against a Hydra, who was always growing new heads.”157 
 Yet despite these assertions of the need to maintain a clear discursive separation 
between anthropological and national forms of identity, neither Wilser nor Virchow were 
able to meet the lofty standards they set for themselves.  The former not only used an 
assortment of philological terms (Aryan, Germanic, Indo-Germanic, blond, etc.) with 
reference to racial communities, but also argued that national culture was the product of 
the racial struggle.  In this vision, the Germanic tribes were both the “forefathers” of the 
modern German people and a group defined primarily by blood relationships and not 
political or linguistic belonging.158  Despite his protestations to the contrary, Virchow too 
allowed a direct connection between the Germanen and modern day Germans, describing 
them as a “powerful” and “iron” people that “we certainly may claim as German.”  The 
anthropologist Johannes Ranke believed such anthropological knowledge was so 
important for contemporary forms of national identity that he advocated the building of a 
national museum next to the Reichstag that would trace the “development of the Teutonic 
tribes, from their very beginning to their merging in the new German Reich, in order to 
instruct the public, to promote science and to strengthen the love for motherland.”159  In 
the end, then, it was simply too difficult to keep these various historical, biological and 
political notions of the national community separate from one another. 
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Conclusion: Between Certainty and Ambiguity 
 
 At the conclusion of his 1878 essay What is German?, the composer and 
nationalist activist Richard Wagner expressed frustration with his inability to reconcile 
the effects of political unification with his understanding of German national identity.  He 
felt “odd in this new ‘Reich,’” he wrote, unable to “plumb its meaning” and “unqualified 
for further answering the question: what is German?”160  Wagner was hardy alone in this 
respect.  Thirty years later, the noted historian Friedrich Meinicke was still unable to 
flesh out the exact relationship between the two images of the national community.  It 
was “difficult,” he admitted, to “distinguish cultural and political nations from each other 
on the basis of either internal or external structure.”  On the one hand, “[m]embers of 
different cultural nations” could “live within a genuine political nation, as the example of 
Switzerland shows.”  On the other – “as the example of the entire German nation has 
shown” – cultural nations could also “experience within [themselves] the growth of 
several political nations, that is, populations of states that shape their feeling of political 
unity into a distinctive individual form.”  The development of this new politically-based 
national consciousness did not, however, lead them to give up their membership in the 
broader cultural nation; rather, they remained “members of the larger, more 
comprehensive cultural nation whether they desire[d] this and [were] aware of it or not.161  
In the specific German context, Meinecke observed that the tension between the two 
notions of community remained unresolved.  The founding of the Empire “was like the 
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mixing of fire and water,” the incorporation of two very different conceptions of 
nationality into the same conceptual entity (the nation).162 
 Despite the experience of forty years of socialization under a “national” state, the 
discourse of nationality in the Kaiserreich retained this basic ambiguity over the course 
of its lifespan.  The terms and language it used to talk about the nation continued to be 
marked by the multiple meanings of its vocabulary, which rather than producing a 
specific way of interpreting and locating the exact dimensions of nationality tended to 
funnel political, cultural and occasionally racial notions of nationhood back together 
again.  Or to borrow a metaphor from Brian Vick, these ways of thinking about the nation 
served as separate threads which individual Germans used to weave their own tapestries 
of the national imaginary.163  Each person’s tapestry could feature differing amounts of 
each fabric, but all of these threads were generally present. 
 Two artifacts from the period can be taken as final demonstrations of this quality 
of German thinking about nationality in the Kaiserreich.  The first was Dr. Hans Meyer’s 
Das deutsche Volkstum (1899) – a compellation of essays on German national identity 
that sought to answer Wagner’s question of What is German?  Meyer took a cultural 
approach to German nationality, describing the “German Volk” as a social body whose 
membership “reaches wide over the political borders of Germany” to include the peoples 
of Austria, Luxemburg, Switzerland, the Netherlands and the Flemish population of 
Belgium.  More specifically, he defined nationality in biological terms, as the “pure 
physcial belonging to a nation.”  Volk, on the other hand, was an historical construct, the 
“developed physical product” that resulted from intertwined “historical experiences.“   
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Not surprisingly, Meyer’s volume was well received by those who continued to 
see the German nation as a cultural body after 1871.  Ernst Hasse, for example, called it 
“an enormous achievement,” “timely and thoughtful” and recommended that it “find a 
place in every pan-German bookshelf.”  His only criticisms were that at 15 Marks it was 
too expensive and that it did not contain articles on German settlement movements and a 
statistical representation of the German populations across the globe.164  And how did 
someone from the political camp of nationality like Kirchhoff feel about it?  As the 
author of the book’s second chapter (“The German Lands and Tribes”) we can conclude 
that he (Kirchhoff) was supportive of the work as well; and as his following description 
of the German people shows, he too was sympathetic to the cultural view of being 
German: 
In no way do tribal differences (Stammsverschiedenheit) divide the united main body of Germans 
living within the German Empire from their national comrades living in Austria, Switzerland, the 
Netherlands and Belgium.  All the Germans of Middle Europe are tied to one another through the 
most intimate bands of kinship, through more than a thousand years of common history and not 
the least through the same upbringing in love for mother earth.165 
 
Simply put, the importance of discursive specificity many Germans like Kirchhoff called 
for in the language used to talk about the nation fell through when it came to practice. 
 Finally, perhaps a picture will help put into perspective the ways in which 
political and cultural ideas of nationality managed to co-exist in the same physical and 
conceptual spaces in public discourse.  Below are the inside jackets of the second edition 
of Friedrich Ratzel’s Germany: an Introduction to its Local History and Geography 
(1907), which as previously noted was intended to give Germans living outside of Europe 
a sense of what their homeland was like (figures 1.2 & 1.3 below).  The interior front 
cover displayed a physical map of central Europe (without any political borders), 
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reinforcing Ratzel’s long-held belief that physical space and environment played 
deterministic roles in shaping nations.  The back interior cover was also a map, this time 
an ethnographic one that displayed German (or more specifically Germanic) national 
belonging with no comment as to physical lines of division.  The Germans themselves 
were grouped under the heading “Germanic tribes,” subdivided into Higher-, Middle- and 
Lower groups.  Yet Austria, Switzerland, the Flemish Belgians and the Dutch were all 
still shaded with the same color of pink as the Germans of the Empire, while a brown 
group of Wends and a green colony of Poles stood out in the eastern territories of the 
Reich. 
      
Figures 1.2 & 1.3: Front and rear interior of 2nd edition of Friedrich Ratzel’s Germany: an  
Introduction to its Local History and Geography (1907)  
 
The duality present in the two maps described above could also be found in the 
text of the book as well, where Ratzel tied together various notions of German belonging 
as part of his mission of revealing the homeland.  There were declarations of his signature 
emphasis on the relations between geography and social organisms (“Land and People 
[Volk] belong together“); a political section that provided a statistical description of the 
German Empire (interestingly Ratzel used the term “Deutschland” as both a reference to 
the geographical area occupied by the German people and as a synonym for the Reich); 
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attestations of the continued existence of a broader cultural national community (Ratzel 
claimed 22 of the 52 million person national community lived outside the Reich); and 
even philological and anthropological claims that implied a set of deeper European racial 
divisions (Germany was described along with Britain and Scandinavia as a place with “an 
overwhelmingly Germanic population,” and Ratzel included a section on “The 
Anthropological Origins of the Germans”).166   
What then, did it really mean for Ratzel to be German?  The answer lies – just as 
it did for so many of his contemporaries – in the space between formal definitions or 
distinctions between categories.  German belonging was partly an historical product, but 
also had deep genealogical roots that stretched back to the distant Aryan tribes.  It was 
predominantly an ethno-cultural community, but had to be ready to take “foreign 
elements into it…without these remaining foreign and without their foreignness 
threatening the traditional make up of the [German] people.”167  It was partially 
dependent on the development of the national state, though the goals of state and people 
did not necessarily coincide with one another.  In short, German national identity 
remained an abstract, essentially undefinable quality that took form only in the moment it 
was applied to a specific person, group or situation.   
This sense of ambiguity that persisted long after the foundation of the Reich and 
the supposed completion of German nation-building proved to be enormously 
problematic from a practical standpoint as Germans tried to transition to a nationally-
based form of politics after 1871.  Decisions about how the Empire should deal with 
issues related to the national minorities within its boundaries (were they a serious danger 
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that needed to be forcibly Germanized or a temporary phenomenon that would disappear 
over time?), immigration and emigration (was the Empire losing too many loyal Germans 
and gaining too many unreliable foreigners?) and the relationship between imperial 
foreign policy and the ethnic Germans outside the state (did it have any responsibility to 
safeguard or promote their well being, and if so, in which countries or territories?) all 
required administrators and statesmen to posses a firm knowledge of who belonged to 
which national category, so that correct decisions could be made in setting imperial 
policies.  As the public began to play a great role in influencing the answers to these 
questions through the democratization of German politics and the increasing use of social 
science, the need for certainty in demarcating nationality only increased.  To solve this 
problem, therefore, a practical and believable system for measuring, assigning and 
spatially locating national identity had to be developed.  Demand would grow for a 
method capable of providing definite answers to questions about German belonging – 
answers that would be found in statistical science – the subject of the next chapter. 
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“In fact, all modern censuses are not merely censuses, but population sketches (Volksbeschreibungen), 
composed of the detailed descriptions of each individual” – Ernst Engel (1861)1 
 
“To statistically bring the unity of each nation and its distinctiveness to view – or to put it in the 
words of the resolutions of the [International] Statistical Congresses: the representation of individual ethnic 
groups according to the number of its inhabitants and the space of their domain – that is what statistical 
examination sees as its goal” – Richard Böckh (1869) 2 
 
“The digit has an exceptional meaning in the spiritual life of men.  It is the main means for the exact 
recognition of conditions and events.  In particular this is the case for all social phenomena, which can only 
be correctly identified through quantitative mass observations.  He who approaches social phenomena 
without the sure measure of the digit is deceived by the random groupings that initially seem to him to be 
facts.” – Georg von Mayr (1871)3 
 
II. Counting Germans: the Search for  
a Practical Means to Measure Nationality  
 
On the same day Grand Duke Friedrich paced the halls of Versailles wrestling 
with the difficult question of what to call the new Emperor, back in Germany Georg von 
Mayr4 faced a rather similar dilemma: having agreed to give a popular speech the next 
day to commemorate the founding of the new nation-state, he now had to decide how to 
describe exactly what had come into being.  Like the Duke, von Mayr would have to 
walk a fine line, carefully navigating between the triumphalism of the National Liberals 
and the lingering suspicions of the Bavarian particularists.5  Yet as a social scientist – he 
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had received his Habilitation from the Faculty of Statistics in Munich in 1866 and was 
now head of the Royal Bavarian Statistical Bureau – he also wished to avoid some of the 
abstract and overly-rapturous language being thrown around by exuberant nationalists.6  
What then would he talk about? 
Von Mayr’s solution to this problem probably surprised his audience.  For rather 
than extolling the virtues of the mighty Prusso-German armies or recalling the heroic 
deeds of Germans of ages past, he began with a simple and incredibly bland statement 
drawn directly from his academic background.  “The digit,” he told them, “has an 
exceptional meaning in the spiritual life of men.  It is the main means for the exact 
recognition of conditions and events.”7  Von Mayr followed this somewhat bizarre 
opening (given the context) by laying out the basic tenets of statistical science.  Numbers, 
he continued, held the power to reduce complex social phenomena into quantitative 
results, making them visible for all to see.  They might not contain any of the “poetic 
magic” found in other disciplines, but they contained an “inner authority” (Berechtigung) 
that was indispensable to life in the modern era.  “Who after all,” he queried, would dare 
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estimate the power of a kingdom without first knowing “the number of square miles it 
stretched over, the number of its inhabitants, the number of its men of military age 
(Waffenfähigen) [and] the sum of its economic and intellectual strengths?”8   
Having established the basic utility and authority of the digit he then began to use 
numbers to paint a portrait of the new Germany for his audience.  He first laid out the 
total number of its inhabitants and then broke the population down into various categories 
based on divisions such as age, gender and religion.  Comparisons were made to other 
European countries (especially France), which showed the inherent strength of the new 
nation-state.  Von Mayr was also careful to include a description of the broader German 
cultural community in his remarks, noting that German nationality was also defined in 
cultural as well as political terms.9  By this metric, he reasoned, approximately eight 
percent of the population of the new national state was actually not German (as defined 
by speech, not citizenship), while a further eighteen million Volksgenossen (ethnic 
Germans) continued to live outside the boundaries of the Empire.10 
Von Mayr’s speech was no abstract intellectual exercise; rather, it was 
representative of a broad, pan-European movement in the middle of the nineteenth 
century to use numbers to bring order to the chaotic and disorganized world of nationality 
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discussed in chapter I.11  Building off of the growing enthusiasm for statistical science in 
the 1830s and ‘40s and its claim to be able to render even the most hidden natural 
phenomena visible, by the middle of the century social scientists from across Europe had 
turned to the power of the digit to transform the abstract and ethereal concept of 
nationality into a substantive quality that could be objectively measured and numerical 
classified.12  In Austria the head of the Viennese Statistical Bureau Karl von Czoernig 
began a thirteen year-long project to uncover the Empire’s complex ethnographic 
relations (completed in 1853), while in Russia Peter Köppen (a.k.a. Keppen) produced a 
statistically-based nationality map of European Russia for the Royal Geographic Society 
(1851).13  Further to the south Defendente Sacchi called for the creation a comprehensive 
statistical volume of Italy known as the Corographia, which he hoped might serve as “a 
portrait of the nation.”14  And even in states like Britain or France where political 
questions about nationality seemed less urgent, statisticians nevertheless saw the 
collection of such data as a key part of their investigations into social phenomena like 
public hygiene.15 
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This chapter examines the development and application of statistical theory to the 
problem of nationality in the German context, tracing its evolution over the course of the 
long nineteenth century.  It shows what specific characteristics German demographers 
used to transform nationality into a quantifiable substance, why these projections were 
viewed as believable within the German public sphere and how these studies of 
nationality evolved from an academic exercise into a powerful ideological force that 
would eventually remake the map of Europe.  Finally, it also reveals the crafted nature of 
statistical science – which is to say that despite its claims to scientific impartiality, the 
discipline was deeply influenced by the political ideologies of its practitioners and the 
practical needs encountered in trying to transform a subjective identity into an objective 
one.  Categories, classifications and decisions about who belonged where were not 
readily obvious, but had to be worked out through academic debate and trial and error – 
and even then some standards remained contested. 
The chapter begins by historicizing the decision to accept mother-tongue as the 
clearest expression of national belonging.  I show how the search for an objective 
standard of measurement was driven by a constant tension between the need for 
practicality in the collection of data and the concern for the accuracy in the results they 
produced.  Politics also played a role here, as cultural and political nationalists clashed 
over the meaning their surveys might produce.  As part of my examination, I place the 
methodological practices of prominent German statisticians like Ernst Engel (head of the 
Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau), Richard Böckh (head of the Berlin Municipal 
Statistical Bureau) and Georg von Mayr within a broader European context, showing how 
the German tendency to view nationality as a linguistically-based category paralleled 
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widely accepted standards set by the international scientific community.  In fact, even the 
“radical” deployment of this cultural conception of nationhood by nationalist activists at 
the end of the nineteenth century was still based primarily on the traditional practice of 
statistical theory.16 
The second section of the chapter looks at the mechanical evolution of census-
taking, focusing on Prussia – the largest of the state statistical services.17  I note how the 
authority of demographic studies (and their authors) was tied to the physical institutions 
and mechanisms responsible for the collection and processing of statistical data.  Here the 
state and its statistical bureaus played an especially important role, collecting the vast 
amounts of data demographers needed to conduct their large-scale statistical surveys.  As 
we shall see, however, this relationship was sometimes problematic, as the interests of the 
demographers (who were usually National Liberals) occasionally clashed with the 
political programs of the government.  The result was a rather uneasy collaboration 
between the two, where the efforts of statistical demographers to count nationality were 
not officially endorsed by the state, but which it nevertheless continued to legitimate by 
collecting linguistically-based nationality data for them and allowing them to use its 
statistical bureaus as a platform for advancing their findings. 
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Statistics as a Science of Nationality 
“The invention of statistics,” historian Theodore Porter has written, was “the 
recognition of a distinct and widely applicable set of procedures based on mathematical 
probability for studying mass phenomena.”18  Emerging out of the seventeenth century 
disciplines of Staatenkunde (which attempted to describe all attributes of a given state) 
and “political arithmetic” (a method for estimating attributes of a given group based on 
only limited sample, pioneered in England by John Graunt in the 1660s), it had 
blossomed by the middle of the nineteenth century into a powerful tool for the study of 
otherwise imperceptible social and economic forces. 19  August Meitzen, professor of 
statistics and national economy in Berlin, characterized it as “the effort to penetrate into 
the multitudinous phenomena of political and social life, of nature and civilization, by the 
enumeration of characteristic facts, by classification and explanation.”20  Ernst Engel held 
a similar view, calling statistical science a “social physics,” whose duty was “to observe 
and arithmetically tabulate the physical, spiritual, ethical, political and social life of 
peoples…analytically revealing the causal relationships between the causes and effects of 
social phenomena.”21 
The mechanics of statistical investigation were actually quite simple, resting 
mostly on the collection of numerical data using the scientific method.  First, one 
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developed a research plan, which laid out the type of information to be collected, the 
categories of responses it would be grouped into and the methodology or process that 
would be used to collect it.  Next one carried out the actual sampling or “enumeration,” 
which produced a field of data that could then be tabulated and organized.  Lastly, the 
statistician would then analyze the results, looking for patterns or correlations between 
independent variables.22  In this way, the statistician was able to uncover “causal 
relationships where the individual events [were] either concealed from view or [were] 
highly variable and subject to a host of influences.”23  Previously unseen economic or 
social forces could be identified and given numerical expression (usually reduced to an 
aggregate), while outliers could be identified and remarked upon.  In theory, repeated 
long-term observation of social bodies would show change over time.  Qualitative 
standards such as the overall health of the population could be tracked through the rise 
and fall of the birth rate, while quantitative measurements revealed the strength of a 
group’s economic vitality. 
Based on this association with the scientific method, statistical observation soon 
acquired what Joan Scott has termed “an unprecedented sense of certitude.”24  The 
emphasis on the observatory nature of statistical science and the impersonality of the 
digit helped create an illusion of impartiality between observer and object, strengthening 
the authority of the results it produced by playing upon the popular perception that 
objectivity equaled realism.25  Numbers were accepted as true soundings of the categories 
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they purported to measure, supposedly revealing deep seated sociological truths.26  Or as 
Karl H. Metz has described it: “[f]igures became facts” in the eyes of the public.27  By the 
1830s, the statistical method had become the principle means of investigating social 
phenomena in Europe – especially in areas related to public health and elementary 
education.28  In Germany this turn towards faith in numbers took a little longer to play 
out due to concerns about the consequences the discovery of social laws might have on 
the concept of free will – a debate that became particularly heated in 1860 with the 
publication and translation of Henry Thomas Buckle’s deterministic History of 
Civilization in England.  Yet there were German enthusiasts for numbers as early as the 
1840s, and by the 1860s the practical advantages of statistical collection for political and 
economic management ensured their widespread popularity among German social 
scientists.29 
If the statistic represented a powerful tool of analysis, it was equally valuable for 
the wide range of its applicability.  As a method of investigation, it was used for research 
into a wide range of areas, including topography, astronomy, the economy and the 
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material or spiritual attributes of the both the state and its inhabitants.  In terms of social 
science, Georg von Mayr identified five main areas of statistical intervention: areas of 
custom (accomplished through the collection of moral statistics), of intellectual life 
(educational statistics), material well-being (economic statistics), of political or 
communal life (political statistics) and general population studies (basic demography).30  
Almost all social forces could be broken down and examined, their inner-workings 
illuminated, explained and in certain cases (such as falling mortality rates) potentially 
corrected.  All that was needed was to find the appropriate category of measurement, 
which could then be reduced to a numerical value and tabulated according to the process 
outlined above.  Within the specific field of demography, several categories stood out by 
the middle of the nineteenth century as obvious signs of social “phenomena” (as von 
Mayr put it) that needed to be tracked.  These included age, sex, religion, social rank, 
occupation, the total numbers of births, deaths and marriages – all of which were 
regularly surveyed by the various census bureaus after about 1840.31 
By the start of the 1850s, the increasingly important role nationality began to play 
in the evolution of European politics – highlighted by the recent national 
revolutions/rebellions in places like Germany, Hungary and Poland – led demographers 
to identify nationality as another social characteristic worth measuring.32  But unlike the 
aforementioned categories, nationality lacked the obvious Zählbarkeit or countability 
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demanded by statistical science.33  As Meitzen had noted, one could only analyze 
qualities that were “fixed and accessible to observation.”34  Yet it was unclear what 
singular characteristic met these criteria for the measurement of nationality, given the 
multiple markers often used to establish belonging to a particular national group.  At the 
1848 Frankfurt parliament, for example, Germanness was defined in a myriad of 
possibilities, including: language spoken (Jacob Grimm, Ludwig Uhland), folk dress and 
festivals (Friedrich Ludwig Jahn, Friedrich Fischer), domestic architectural styles and 
methods of land measurement (George Waitz), family life, the arts and sciences (Gustave 
von Struve) and ways of thinking about “politics, justice and the ordering of common 
affairs” (a majority of the delegates).35   
As a result, decisions about when and how to measure nationality on censuses 
before 1850 were often sporadic and uncoordinated, determined by local or national 
authorities rather than by any standardized rule.36  In Prussia, for example, the district of 
Gumbinner began counting language as early as 1817 – to be joined subsequently in the 
early 1830s by several other districts in Posen and Western Prussia.  In 1843 provincial 
authorities began to include a question about language regularly on the census, though the 
lack of centralization ensured the continued existence of significant methodological 
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variety. 37  The 1843 census included a column for Muttersprache (“mother-tongue”), the 
censuses of 1852, 1855 and 1860 for Poznan, Bromberg and Breslau asked respondents 
about their ability to understand German, and still others queried the language spoken by 
their priest at church.38 
Three categories quickly emerged as the most likely solutions to the practical 
problem of measuring nationality.  The first of these was citizenship, which assumed a 
direct correlation between membership in the political and the national community.  This 
position was a particular favorite of French statisticians, especially the influential Alfred 
Legoyt.  The second – place of birth – followed a similar line of reasoning, assuming an 
inherent attachment between the state and the individual who grew up under its guidance.  
In both cases, however, these forms of belonging were heavily tied to the existence of 
national state – something absent at the time in places like Italy or Germany.  A Pole born 
in Poznan could be a loyal Prussian citizen and yet few would have identified him as a 
member of the German nation (as Christopher Clark succinctly put the matter: “To be a 
Polish subject of the Prussian Crown might be a difficult predicament, but to be a Polish 
German was a contradiction in terms”).39  Similarly, conditions in Switzerland and 
Belgium led to the view that the national and political belonging of their inhabitants were 
not necessarily the same, with some demographers refusing to recognize the existence of 
an independent Swiss or Belgian nationality.  Finally the presence of multiple national 
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minorities in Austria also made such an approach problematic, given the desire among 
some members of the populace to claim separate political and cultural identities.40 
As an alternative, those who viewed nationality in cultural terms turned towards 
language as the clearest reflection of national belonging.  Such a view had obvious 
practical advantages.  First, language seemed to be a category that was fairly distinct and 
easily recognizable.  Presumably the town constable or local magistrate – the people who 
often did the physical counting before 1860 – would be able to tell the difference between 
German and Polish (as an example) and could reasonably be expected to place the 
respondent in the proper category.  Equally important was this methodology’s ideological 
appeal, which could draw on the linguistic nationalism of Herder and the Romantics as a 
source of legitimacy.41  If one assumed that belonging to the nation was a cultural or 
naturally-produced attribute – as many Germans did – then it therefore followed that 
speech was the most likely expression of such belonging. 
Debates over which characteristic was the most appropriate way to measure 
national belonging played out largely within the framework of the International Statistical 
Congresses between 1853 and 1872.  First envisioned at the London Industrial Exhibition 
of 1851, the Congresses were designed to promote the organization of official statistical 
bureaus in the various European states and to establish common methodological practices 
(thereby enabling transnational or trans-political statistical comparisons).42  The 
gatherings brought together hundreds of Europe’s leading statisticians, who presented 
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information related to their own experiences in census taking.43  Issues of particular 
technical or methodological importance were also debated in smaller committees, who 
produced recommendations about what categories should be measured and how often to 
sample them.  To some extent these discussions were heavily influenced by their 
respective locations, as the organizers placed their own particular interests on the 
forefront of the agenda.  Thus the first Congress in Brussels in 1853 focused on questions 
of practicality and organization - key concerns of the great Belgian statistician Adolphe 
Quetelet who had played a pioneering role in the administrative organization of statistics 
and was a key founding member of the Conferences.  The third Congress in Vienna in 
1857 focused on ethnography, while the London Congress of 1860 brought the problem 
of measuring the conditions of the working classes to the forefront. 44  
Despite these lofty goals, however, the Congress system failed to establish a 
uniform criterion for the measurement of nationality, oscillating between various 
positions based on the location and composition of the programming committee. 45  Thus 
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the delegates to the first Congress followed the lead of Quetelet, whose 1846 Belgian 
census was seen as a model of technical and methodological efficiency.46  Delegates at 
Brussels essentially endorsed its structural composition, including recommending that all 
statistical bureaus ask about language spoken (langue parlée) on all censuses.47  The 
issue, however, received surprisingly little attention at the Viennese congress of 1857, 
despite its concern over the measurement of ethnicity.48  At the 1860 conference in 
London delegates opted to make questions about language use optional, though this 
decision was later reversed at St. Petersburg in 1872.49  Yet just a year later the issue 
surfaced again as part of the effort to form a new permanent International Commission on 
statistics, which would succeeded the ineffective congress system.  Here three prominent 
statisticians – Adolph Ficker (Austia), Karl Keleti (Hungary) and Ignaz Eduard Glatter 
(Austria) were asked to prepare written responses to the following question:  
In which manner and through which means can the nationality of the population be most surely 
ascertained?  What are the characteristics (language, birth, descent, confession) upon which the 
idea of nationality is based and which form of questionnaires…should be drafted for a less 
civilized population?50 
 
In his paper, Ficker admitted that language was linked to nationality, but resisted attempts 
to use it as a universal marker of national identity capable of being sampled through the 
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census.51  Keleti argued that it was based on consciousness (what would become Renan’s 
position in 1882), but also nevertheless agreed that language should be asked about for 
administrative purposes.52  Finally, Glatter dismissed the idea of measuring language 
altogether, arguing that nationality was determined more by physical and racial 
characteristics that could best be studied by anthropological societies.53  With the 
splintering of the congress movement after 1872 and the failure to develop consensus 
about how best to measure nationality, efforts to create a uniform standard fell apart and 
the issue largely faded from international statistical discussions until World War One.54 
It worth noting, however, that these international debates were not driven only by 
methodological concerns, but also by the political stakes that followed from choosing one 
type of measurement over another.  Thus the decision to make language sampling 
optional at the 1860 London congress was caused in large part by French concerns over 
the effect such questions might have on the loyalty of linguistic minorities in Brittany and 
Alsace.55  The British saw the sampling of language as something that was useful in 
                                               
51
 Ficker’s position emerged from the same line of thinking about nationality as Czoernig, which saw 
nationality as more of a biological-historical characteristic than a cultural one.  To properly determine this 
required a more complex process of measurement than the census could provide.  Here both men accorded 
language an important – though not deterministic – place in determining one’s nationality.  See Adolf 
Ficker, Über die Constatirung der Nationalitäts- und Sprachverhältnisse einer Bevölkerung (Vienna: k.k. 
Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1874), pp. 7-9.  He expressed similar thoughts in the earlier Die Völkerstämme 
der oesterreicherisch-ungarisch Monarchie: ihre Gebiete, Gränzen und Inseln historisch, geographisch, 
statistisch dargestellt (Vienna: k.k. Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1869), p. 34   
52
 Unlike Ficker, Keleti recommended the sampling of Muttersprache, which he viewed as a means of 
measuring descent, if not nationality.  See Karl Keleti, “Zur Frage des Volkszählungs im Jahre 1880, SM 5. 
(1879), pp. 297-307 
53
 Ignaz Eduard Glatter, Gedanken Über die Kriterien der Nationalität (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1874) 
54
 Kleeberg, Nationalitätenstatistik, pp. 40-47 
55
 The French delegate Alfred Leygot initially tried to frame his objections in methodological terms, asking 
bluntly “Is this information really useful?...Where is the practical use of an identical classification?  You 
have already classified nationality through obligatory responses [to citizenship].”  Yet when prodded by the 
British delegate the Earl of Stanhope – who thought such information might be useful in recently 
conquered territories like Alsace – the primacy of politics emerged.  Leygot responded to Stanhope’s 
observation that many Alsatians spoke German with the sharp statement that: “We don’t assume that one 
doesn’t speak French in France.  And this is not a fiction.  I know well that a few inhabitants of Lorraine 
and Alsace prefer to speak German, especially in rural communities.  But they can speak – when needed – 
 96 
certain circumstances (for example in determining the assimilation of a newly conquered 
province), but which was more a concern for the multinational eastern empires than the 
British crown.56  By contrast, delegates from the large, multi-lingual eastern European 
states like Russia and Turkey tended to see it as useful tool for imperial administration.  
Within the German academic community the idea of measuring nationality via language 
spoken was extremely popular.  Engel argued that “language spoken” carried “to a 
certain degree the same meaning as nationality” as did his contemporaries von Mayr and 
Böckh (the latter noted in 1866 that in the field of demography “the ideas of language and 
nationality have been used for a long time as synonyms, in official, semi-official and non-
official works.”57 
While the impetus to measure language as a reflection of national belonging met 
with the ideological goals of the demographers who saw nationality as a cultural attribute, 
practical concerns mandated a further conceptual refinement before this approach could 
be used to produce believable results.  Unlike the categories of citizenship or place of 
birth – which were by definition established at a singular moment in time and which 
could only be changed through some official act – speech was a daily, dynamic activity 
that was in a constant state of evolution dependent on age, environment and occasion.  A 
person could use a different language in the home, at school or at work, depending on 
their background and the language of daily use in the place they lived.  This greatly 
complicated efforts to standardize it as unit of measurement of national belonging. 
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In response to this problem, statistical demographers developed two basic 
interpretations or categories that they believed would accurately measure linguistic usage.  
The first of these could be described as the Umgangssprache, or the language used most 
prominently in public life.  This method was favored generally by the French and some 
Austrian and Hungarian censuses takers, who wanted to bend linguistic nationalism back 
to the idea of the state (judicial, administrative and educational authorities were all 
extensions of the state, which usually required its inhabitants to interact with them in the 
language of its choice).  In the Austrian case, this category was sampled by the census 
conducted by Karl von Czoernig in 1846 and used again regularly after 1880 as linguistic 
nationalists placed pressure upon governmental authorities to reveal the ethnic balance of 
minorities in the Empire.58 
The second option was to measure the language of daily use, which was used by 
an individual in the freedom of the home (or put another way it was the language of 
private life).  Questions about this type of speech were featured on several mid-century 
censuses, including the trend-setting Belgian census of 1846 (langue parlée 
naturellement), the Italian censuses of 1857 and 1861 (lingua parlata ordinariamente) 
and on many of the Prussian censuses between 1840 and 1867 (Familiensprache).59  The 
basic idea was that a person spoke their language of choice in the comfort of their own 
home, which reflected their true national consciousness.  A prominent German 
statistician explained it as a quasi-mystical entity through which an individual 
“received…the first distinctiveness of human life,” which established an “unmistakable 
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band that tied all members of a nation into a spiritual community.”60  This was also the 
spirit behind the resolutions of the International Statistical Congresses of the 1853 and 
1872.  For the most part, however, demographers tended to lean towards the 
Familiensprache method, especially in the German context (outside of Austria). 
Part of the appeal of measuring Familiensprache as a sign of national identity lay 
in its ability to penetrate the private sphere, which became an increasingly important 
object of investigation as the goal of statistical science shifted in the 1840s from 
descriptions of the state to the more comprehensive idea of “society.”61  This was in part 
a product of the search for the existence of social laws, a scientific approach that was 
based on “its assumptions about the rational individual as the unit of social 
explanation.”62  Simply put, in order to properly comprehend the true workings of 
society, one needed to comprehensively understand its particular components, the 
individual cogs (people) that caused it to function in the way it did.  The idea of 
Umgangssprache was unhelpful in this regard, since it was really only a summation or 
average of popular linguistic usage.  In addition, it was also subject to tremendous 
pressure by the state, which could influence public language usage through its 
institutions.  At the personal level, however, within the home or one of the many civic 
organizations that operated independently from the state, this power waned considerably, 
as individuals used whatever languages they wanted.  The state could force Danes to use 
German at school or before a court of law, but it could not make them use it at the dinner 
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table, at church or where they played with their friends.  It was therefore seen as a truer 
reflection of social reality. 
The idea of measuring Familiensprache was also appealing for practical reasons 
as well.  One of the major dilemmas demographers faced in measuring nationality by 
language spoken was the existence of certain problematic categories that did not easily fit 
into the ‘language equals nationality’ equation.  One of these was the Deaf and young 
children, who were obviously not capable of speech.  In such cases, one could take the 
language of the family as their likely answer, since non-verbal communication in this 
setting was still probably based on a specific language.  A more pressing question was 
what to do with the children of mixed marriages, who often grew up speaking both 
languages of their parents fluently.  To deal with these issues, census takers developed 
their own interpretative standards.  Engel – who as director of the Royal Prussian 
Statistical Bureau exercised a great deal of influence over the categories surveyed by the 
Prussian census until 1871 – argued that the dominant language of the household could 
be substituted for any respondent where the answer was unclear, confidently declaring 
that “if the question is asked: what is the main language spoken by the family, then one 
will also be sure to find the answer to their nationality as well.”63  The head of the 
Bavarian statistical service also accepted this view.64  
Despite these innovations, however, methodological problems still remained, due 
in large part to way in which data about language usage was collected.  Basically, the 
head of the household was asked about his or her (usually his) language usage, which was 
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then multiplied by the number of inhabitants in the house (the mechanics of counting are 
described in more detail in the following section).  No effort was made to sample 
linguistics at the individual level.  As a result, demographers obtained flawed results – 
such as Engel’s 1861 census, which did not show a single person in Berlin who spoke 
anything other than German.65  This method also tended to focus exclusively on the 
nuclear family, leaving out any number of people who were “only connected through 
external relationships and temporary purposes in certain families.” 66  This list included 
domestic servants, distant relatives such as cousins or in-laws and even long-term guests, 
who might normally use a different language when not interacting with the primary 
members of the family.  A French tutor or an Italian maid did not suddenly give up their 
nationality just because they worked in a German household.  Before language could 
believably be used as standard for the measurement of nationality, therefore, a further 
conceptual refinement was necessary – a refinement that would be made by Richard 
Böckh.67 
Born into a generation that was old enough to experience the failure of the 1848 
revolution (he had actually arrived in Frankfurt in April of 1849) but who like Droysen, 
von Sybel or Richard Wagner was still young enough to dream of building a future 
“Germany,” Böckh’s professional and personal interests soon converged.  Trained in 
statistical methods under the head of the Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau Wilhelm 
Dieterici, by the 1850s he was a rising star in demographic circles who was known for his 
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cosmopolitanism (he was well traveled and spoke several languages) and his dedication 
to the study of nationality.68  In 1861 he was invited by Engel to help reform the Prussian 
statistical services, and a year later started teaching on population statistics in Engel’s 
Berlin seminar – where he would later instruct the future generation of great German 
statistical minds (including Lujo Brentano, Ferdinand Tönnies and Harald 
Westergaard).69  In the fall of 1864 he was invited to carry out the first post-war census of 
the newly acquired territories in Schleswig and Holstein – a role he would fulfill again 
after the Franco-Prussian war in Alsace.70 
Böckh’s nationalitst activities, however, went far beyond his official duties within 
the Prussian Statistical Bureau.  Imagining himself as following in the footsteps of his 
idol Ernst Moritz Arndt – he actually kept one of Arndt’s letters in his wallet – he 
published a comprehensive statistical study of German nationality in 1869 entitled The 
Number of the German People and their Linguistic Domain in the States of Europe.71  
Following the outbreak of war and the triumph of the Prussian armies a year later, he 
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began to play an active role in the peace negotiations, first producing a nationality map of 
Alsace along with the cartographer Heinrich Kiepert (discussed in more detail at the end 
of chapter III) and later writing to Bismarck in order to successfully change the terms of 
the annexation.72  Finally, Böckh was also a founding member of the German School 
Society in 1881, serving as its chairperson from 1892-1896 and again from 1896-1899 
(more will be said about his activities in this organization in chapter VI).73 
As a key member of the Prussian Statistical Bureau involved in the reform of the 
census and a German patriot concerned with the location and protection of German 
minority communities, the issue of how best to measure nationality was naturally of great 
interest to Böckh.  Troubled by the persistence of error encountered in the use of the 
Familiensprache metric – which as noted above produced unbelievable results such as 
the 1861 survey that showed no Poles living in Berlin – Böckh proposed a subtle yet 
critical redefinition of the concept.  Instead of asking respondents about the language of 
the family (which was still essentially a summary of an entire social unit) census takers 
would sample the “original language of the household” (also known as Muttersprache or 
Volkssprache) – the language an individual first learned to think or speak in.74  Here 
mother-tongue was envisioned as a constant element, ascribed to a person essentially at 
birth.  Böckh described it in almost biological terms, calling it a “sign of descent” that 
had “a physiological basis” and was “established through the corporeal nature of 
humanity” to the extent that each individual was “predestined” to speak a particular 
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language.75  No matter what environment a man or woman entered, no matter what 
demands where made of their everyday language usage, this basic, fundamental aspect of 
their personality, Böckh argued, would remain constant. 
Böckh’s proposal, advanced first in an article in Heymann Steinthal and Moritz 
Lazarus’ Journal of Psychology and Philology in 1866, was in many ways quite 
revolutionary.  On the one hand it essentially broke with a long line of European 
statistical thinking that ran through Quetelet and Engel and that was predicated on the 
search for social averages rather than the objectification of individuals.  As J.E. Wappäus 
noted in his General Statistics of Population (1859), neither the “investigation of 
population statistics, nor the results of the same“ referred to “the singular individual”  
Rather, they: 
were valid only for the totality of a entirely viewed population, or…for the average man of a 
nation…they never accord to absolute truth, but only to the average worth (Mittelwerthe).76 
 
Böckh’s proposed method of investigation moved away from this focus on the social unit 
as an object of analysis, atomizing it instead by offering to dissect and classify its various 
components.77  Or to put this another way, Böckh was more interested in investigating the 
composition of the German nation than in determining its spatial boundaries.78  Indeed, 
Böckh had already begun to produce this type of dissection with regard to nationality and 
Prussia with the publication of his Linguistic Map of the Prussian State (1864), which 
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highlighted the existence and location of national minorities based on the 1861 census 
returns.79 
Yet at the same time, Böckh’s methodology also represented the most developed 
application of contemporary statistical theory to the problem of measuring nationality, 
moving as Morganne Labbé has noted from the popular “formal definition of the German 
nation by language to a statistical definition.”80  Although the foundation of Böckh’s 
conception of Muttersprache was built on the linguistic nationalism of Herder and Arndt, 
at the heart of his methodology was an attempt to eliminate the problem of variability in 
the collection and classification of data.  He therefore dismissed the possibility that 
traditional markers such as religion, law, custom, family name, descent or race could 
have any statistical meaning for the study of nationality, since these could be interpreted 
in multiple ways.81  Similarly, he problematized the formula that citizenship equaled 
nationality by highlighting the historical instability of political categories.  Had not the 
German, Polish and Italian nations continued to exist over the centuries, he noted, despite 
the dissolution of their commonly accepted political forms – respectively the Holy 
Roman Empire, the Polish republic and Rome?  In addition, citizenship itself could also 
exist in multiplicities, so that in the German case it was possible to belong both to the 
German Bund and the Prussian or Austrian states.  Which of these forms of citizenship 
actually reflected nationality?82   
                                               
79
 Richard Böckh, Sprachkarte vom preußischen Staat nach den Zählungsaufnahmen vom Jahre 1861, im 
Auftrag des Königlich statistischen Bureaus (Berlin, 1864)  
80
 Labbé, “Institutionalizing the Statistics,” p. 296 
81
 He was particularly dismissive of attempts to statistically categorize race, pointing out that “there is no 
national community (Volksgemeinschaft) of the blue-eyed, the blond-haired, the thin-boned or flat-heads.”   
Böckh, “Die statistische Bedeutung,” pp. 266-304; Der Deutschen Volkzahl, pp. 3-5, 33 (quote on p. 5) 
82
 Ibid., pp. 273-279 
 105 
Finally, Böckh’s theory was also appealing for the way in which it introduced 
fixity into the equation of measuring nationality.  General questions about language usage 
were susceptible to error and variability, since as previously noted the language one 
spoke could change based on social circumstances, location or even personal whim.83  
Even the primary language of the household could shift, depending on demographic 
changes such as marriage, death, immigration, emigration or simply personal choice.  By 
reformulating language into an organic characteristic ascribed only at birth, however, 
Böckh removed this ability to fluctuate.  Nationality would hence forth be an unalterable 
constant that existed independently of other variables.  This would have a profound 
impact on the importance of chronologically comparative studies, which could now be 
expected to show absolute movement between national groups. 
In the end, only the metric of Muttersprache seemed fully capable of eliminating 
this problem of variability.  As a quality that was (supposedly) easily recognizable and 
that possessed well defined boundaries, it was envisioned as eminently practical – 
something that both local authorities and respondents could be expected to grasp 
immediately.84  Böckh also viewed it from a conceptual standpoint as a unitary category, 
for which one could supply only one answer.  In his opinion, there was simply put “no in 
between category (Zwischenglied), no intermediate position, no neutrality; the question 
about one’s own individual language cannot be responded to with the declaration of two 
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languages.”85  Respondents would be reduced to a singular choice, which would 
transform nationality into an objective and eminently measurable quality, no different in 
nature from other commonly sampled categories such as age or sex. 
Böckh’s methodological innovation found widespread (though not universal) 
appeal within demographic circles, to the extent that the essay in which he introduced the 
idea was republished as a separate pamphlet the following year.86  In 1871 Engel made 
the first of several attempts to have it added to the new imperial German census – a quest 
that would finally succeed in 1890 (for Prussia) and in 1900 (for all of Germany).87  The 
seventh International Statistical Conference in St. Petersburg held in 1872 also supported 
Böckh’s position, declaring the measurement of “La langue maternelle” (“mother-
tongue”) to be “of the utmost importance for international ethnographic statistics, the 
only one that was capable of being studied and which…permitted the determination of 
the boundaries of nationalities” and recommending that a question about Muttersprache 
be included on all future censuses.88  Finally, Böckh’s methodology also found its way 
into many of the statistical handbooks and textbooks used in classrooms across Germany, 
including his own course on population at Engel’s statistical seminar in Berlin.89 
                                               
85
 As we shall see, other demographers did not necessarily agree with Böckh on this point.  Quote taken 
from Böckh, “Die statistische Bedeutung,” p. 328 
86
 Leuschner, “Richard Böckh,” p. 397 
87
 The reasons behind the delay for its implementation are unclear.  Morgane Labbé has speculated that this 
was related to Bismarck’s anti-Polish efforts, who feared that questions about Muttersprache might 
entrench feelings of a separate Polish national identity.  Kleeberg notes that the question was added in 1900 
in order to demonstrate that the German Empire had become a fully developed national state.  The results, 
in this sense, revealed that only Prussia and Alsace were not fully “Germanized,” 88.1% and 86.8% 
“German” respectively.  Finally, a close reading of the protocols of the statistical council responsible for 
the reform of the census after unification also shows that bureaucratic issues were also involved in the 
delay.  This issue is discussed in greater detail in chapter IV on pp. 183-185.  For Labbé’s argument, see 
“Institutionalizing the Statistics,” p. 297; Kleeberg, Nationalitätenstatistik, p. 91 
88
 Quote taken from Brix, Die Umgangssprachen, p. 90 
89
 See, for example, declarations made in Block, Handbuch der Statistik, p. 274; Max Haushofer, Lehr- und 
Handbuch der Statistik, 2. Auflage (Vienna: Wilhelm Braumüller, 1882), pp. 98, 418; von Mayr, Statistik 
und Gesellschaftslehre, p. 112; von Fircks, Bevölkerungslehre, p. 46 
 107 
Part of the explanation for the success of Böckh’s proposal was the overall 
simplicity of the concept and its seemingly solid basis in statistical scientific theory.  But 
there were both political and ideological aspects of it that increased its utility and 
reception beyond demographic circles.  To begin with, Böckh’s work was enormously 
useful in legitimating the construction of the new German state, providing a theoretical 
basis for Prusso-German nation-building.  His comprehensive statistical study of German 
national settlement (The Number of the German People and their Linguistic Domain in 
the States of Europe) was particularly helpful in this regard, depicting Alsace as a 
thoroughly German territory that under the “nationality principle” deserved special 
linguistic and cultural protections from the French.90  When war broke out just a year 
later it naturally became a primary justification used to underwrite German claims to 
Alsace, especially for German academics like Heinrich v. Treitschke, Alfred Dove, 
Theodor Mommsen, David Friedrich Strauß and Heinrich von Sybel.91  Bismarck too 
used Böckh’s research on the linguistic border when trying to fashion the new peace 
settlement, annexing areas occupied by the “genuine German nationality” (the Alsatians) 
and abandoning those populated by the presumably less loyal French.92  Given his role in 
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legitimating the peace settlement, it is small wonder that Böckh soon earned the 
nickname the “statistician of Mr. Bismarck” from the Revue de Deux Mondes.93 
Böckh’s methodology was also useful from an ideological standpoint, for it took 
core philosophical beliefs about the nature of nationality and projected them through 
statistical science as manifestations of reality.  Perhaps the most fundamental of these 
values was the idea that nationality itself naturally broke down into clear cut categories.  
More will be said about this in the following chapter on representation; here it will be 
sufficient to note that the Muttersprache method transformed nationality into an 
indivisible and mutually exclusive category.  One could be a ‘Pole’, a ‘Wend’, a 
‘German’, etc., but there was no allowance made (at least in Böckh’s mind) for hybrid 
categories or even conversions from one nationality to another.  National difference 
appeared to be clear and unambiguous, objectively recognizable through modern science.  
Similarly, Böckh’s method was also useful for the way it hid internal categories of 
division such as class, political allegiance or regional loyalty – differences that had 
traditionally complicated the actual practice of German nationalism.94  Here the 
disappearance of religion was especially important, removing questions about Jewish or 
Catholic belonging from view.  It was no accident, after all, that Böckh’s methodological 
article was first proposed in Mortiz Lazarus’ journal, which served as a forum for Jews to 
articulate a form of German nationalism that proposed Jewish assimilation through the 
adaptation of German culture.95  Simply put, Böckh’s method made all the complications 
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of nationalism vanish, replacing them with clear cut, unambiguous images of loyal 
Germans. 
 
Böckh’s introduction of the Muttersprache method brought the illusion of 
certainty statisticians and nationalists had long desired.  Yet beneath this veneer of 
accuracy certain problems remained, especially in the way in which the categories were 
constructed and understood.  The lines of division between the various languages – which 
formed the bedrock of Böckh’s categorizations – were not matched by reality, either on 
the ground in the ‘borderlands’ or even in the minds of the statisticians who prepared the 
statistical surveys.96  As a result, individual demographers continued to exercise a 
tremendous degree of influence on the results their surveys produced by structuring their 
categories according to their own ideological prejudices.  This instability, however, 
remained largely ignored, written off in the name of the higher goal of bringing order to 
the chaotic world of nationality. 
Foremost among these categories, of course, was the case of the Jews, whose 
position in European society had been a subject of heated public debate since the 
Enlightenment.97  Was Judaism a religion or a nationality?  Within demographic circles, 
there was no standard rule and each statistical bureau tabulated census results according 
to their own definitions.  In Prussia, Jews were treated officially as a religious minority, 
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with Yiddish normally counted as a German dialect.98  Böckh followed this line of 
thinking as well, arguing that Jews not only could assimilate through the adoption of the 
German language and culture, but that one could already see “in their achievements in the 
areas of science and art…many blossoms of true German spirit.”99  Yet other 
demographers were not so sure.  Czoernig’s Austrian census categorized Jews as a 
separate nationality (through religion – Yiddish was not accepted as a proper response), a 
line of thinking that was embraced by a whole host of Prussian and European statisticians 
in the latter half of the nineteenth century.100  Given his central role in the planning of the 
Prussian census, it is perhaps somewhat surprising to find Engel within this group as 
well.101  Finally, it is worth noting that there were variations within the camp that saw 
Jews as a nationality.  Maurice Block argued that Jews would always be separate 
irrespective of religious or linguistic belonging, while Arthur Freiherr von Fircks ascribed 
their difference solely to the legacy of religious traditions.102  “In Germany” he 
explained: 
the German people had already adopted a great part of the Jewish population since the middle of 
the nineteenth century; only some had held on to the old religion, keeping what were for the rest 
undesirable characteristics…their germanization progresses from year to year and could be 
accelerated, if the Jewish population freely relinquished the aforementioned characteristics, which 
have little to do with their religion.103 
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These methodological flaws were not limited to the treatment of Jews.  Lines of 
division between various other ‘nationalities’ were also problematic, especially within the 
major philological groupings of Germanic and Slavic peoples.  The nationality of the 
Dutch, Flemish and Frisians, for example, was constantly in a state of flux, being 
assigned either to their own category or lumped together under the heading 
“niederdeutsche” (“lower-German”)104  Böckh dismissed lines of difference between 
these groups as divisions of dialects not languages, as did von Fircks, who interpreted 
census responses of “‘German’, ‘Frisian’, ‘Dutch’, ‘Flemish’ or ‘Swiss’” as expressions 
of German belonging.105   
Similarly, Slavic groups were also treated more according to individual taste than 
any demographic rule.  Most statisticians could agree that Czechs and Poles belonged to 
different national categories, with Moravians and Slovaks placed into subcategories of 
the former, Kasubes and Masurians into the latter.106  But deciding where the Lithuanians 
belonged was more difficult.  Generally speaking they were treated as a separate nation, 
but could also be placed in the Polish column as well.107  Other demographers wound up 
counting them as Germans, since it was believed that they were rapidly being 
Germanized and would soon disappear.108  The Wends too were problematic.  Engel 
viewed them as a separate nationality just like the Jews, while others saw them as a 
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mixture of Polish and Czech elements.109  By contrast, Czoernig identified them as a 
subcategory of Slovenes in his ethnographic study of 1857.110   
All in all the categorization of peoples turned out to be quite a messy situation – 
but one that did not inspire any meaningful efforts for reform or standardization. Instead, 
demographers simply developed their own remedies, which they hoped would 
compensate for the errors caused by this process.  This usually entailed a minor 
manipulation of various population totals, intended to create more accurate reflections of 
reality.  Böckh, for example, often added the number of Jews identified by Eastern 
European censuses to the German total, pointing to their tendency to speak German or 
Yiddish as more accurate reflections of their national belonging.111  Of course this 
process could also be done in reverse, so that the number of Jews identified by their 
religion could be subtracted from the German total and made into their own national 
category.112  A. Heinecke, for example, agreed with Böckh that “the Muttersprache was 
the surest and only statistically ascertainable mark of nationality,” but nevertheless also 
supplemented his nationality statistics with religious ones, noting that: “next to the 
mother-tongue comes religion or confession for the determination of nationality.“113 
Finally, despite Böckh’s repeated assertion of the conceptual indivisibility of 
Muttersprache, both respondents and analysts tended to accept the idea that one could 
posses more than one.  Here the actual census forms themselves contributed to the 
problem through their tendency to allow for multiple answers to questions about mother-
                                               
109
 Engel, “Das Königreich Sachsen,” p. 113; Böckh, “Die statistische Bedeutung,” p. 321 
110
 Karl von Czoernig, Ethnographie der österreichischen Monarchie (Vienna: k.k. Hof- und 
Staatsdrückerei, 1857), p. 77 
111
 He also did the same for the Dutch.  See Böckh, Der Deutschen Volkszahl, pp. 96, 304 
112
 Haushofer, Lehr- und Handbuch der Statistik, p. 418; von Fircks, “Die preussische Bevölkerung,” p. 
189  
113
 A. Heinecke, “Die Nationalitäten im preußischen Staate nach der Volkszählung von 1890,” Globus 64. 
(1893), pp. 285-286 
 113 
tongue.  The Prussian census of 1890, for example, asked individuals to underline one of 
twelve provided languages or to fill in one not mentioned, but purposefully provided no 
instructions on what was meant by this term (figure 2, p. 127).114  The result was, of 
course, confusion, with respondents occasionally underlining all languages they spoke – 
sometimes as many as four of five.115  To combat this problem, demographers developed 
their own individual solutions.  Some like von Fircks simply ascribed one half unit to 
each national category, in the assumption that the law of averages would cancel out the 
potential error encountered in placing them in one group or the other.116  Others like von 
Mayr stressed that people with multiple mother-tongues should be forced to choose the 
more dominant of the two, although he did allow that in certain circumstances (children) 
multiplicities might exist.117  Max Broesike – who succeeded von Fircks in the Prussian 
Statistical Bureau – argued after 1900 that bilinguals actually deserved to be placed in 
their own distinct category. 118  In the end, like the problems related to the determination 
of the boundaries between national categories, decisions about how to count answers that 
did not readily fit the theoretical model tended to be made on an ad hoc basis by the 
individual demographer, rather than by any standardize rule. 
This ability to manipulate data played a key role in developing the political and 
cultural power of the statistical analysis of nationalities.  On the one hand, it provided a 
degree of flexibility to these investigation that enabled demographers to make their 
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results conform to their previously formed ideological expectations.  Demographers like 
Böckh could statistically increase the German population of a territory like Alsace or the 
Polish East, reflecting his belief in the gradual expansion of a superior German cultural 
and its peaceful assimilation of minority groups.  Similarly, those who saw Jews as a 
separate people and who feared their impact on German society could remove them from 
the Reich’s population totals, literally showing the existence of an alien race amidst the 
German populace.  Yet at the same time, these statistical ‘adjustments’ remained subtle, 
hidden in the fine print of demographic analysis.  It is doubtful, for example, whether any 
of the people that gathered to hear Georg von Mayr speak the day after unification paused 
to think about how he had established his categories – if he had counted Jews as Germans 
or where he had placed the offspring of a Polish mother and a German father (indeed, it is 
unclear whether von Mayr himself had thought about this, given that he had borrowed his 
ethnographic figures directly from Böckh).119  For the non-specialist, it was the results, 
not the minutiae of statistical methodology that mattered.  
 
Enumeration: Mechanisms of Data Collection 
The methodological search for precision described above was but one side of the 
larger quest to scientifically measure national belonging; for any statistical inquiry was 
only as valuable as its ability to collect data.  Without the physical apparatus to harvest 
vast amounts of personal information from the general public, no amount of theorizing 
would have been able to deliver the accuracy necessary to make the demographers’ 
claims about the nation and its characteristics believable.  Indeed, the statistic claimed its 
authority in part through the notion that it had been generated through a long and 
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widespread process of rational observation – a quality that demanded the most 
comprehensive sampling of relevant data possible.  In the context of investigating 
national identity, however, this presented a slight problem, since it was obviously not 
possible for an individual scientist to observe or interview an entire nation by themselves.  
A physical entity was therefore needed that could accurately and professionally collect all 
the relevant information from the public.  Demographers would discover that entity in the 
form of the state, which possessed the resources and the authority needed to conduct 
large scale statistical investigations of the public.  Over the course of the nineteenth 
century the state would also develop the desire to carryout such countings, leading to first 
the establishment and of, and later to the increasing amount of resources devoted to, 
centralized statistical bureaus.  By the middle of the nineteenth century the census would 
become the primary mechanism used by demographers to obtain data related to national 
belonging, while the office charged with its application would help legitimate their work 
and become an influential platform for them to disseminate the knowledge they produced 
about the nation. 
This close collaboration between state and statistician would have surprised an 
observer from the eighteenth century.  At that time, the relationship between the two 
could best be described as one of mutual suspicion and hostility.  The state did not make 
information collected by its various ministries public and manuscripts that described 
demographic conditions were viewed as dangerous (especially those related to population 
growth), lest they undermine the monarchy or encourage the image of weakness in the 
 116 
eyes of a potential enemy. 120  Maréchal Vauban (1633-1707), for example, was publicly 
disgraced and had his Projet d’une dixme royale (finished 1699, published 1707) burned 
in France because it contained graphic descriptions of the suffering of the French people.  
Statisticians, therefore, had to rely on other sources for information to make their 
calculations.  Here the church, with its well kept records of the life cycle (births, 
marriages and deaths) played a key role, supplying the best known demographers of the 
era such as John Graunt (1620-1674, England) and J.P. Süßmilch (1707-1767, Germany) 
with the information they needed to make estimates about population growth and size.  
The state’s various bureaucracies also compiled their own statistics on elements related to 
taxation or military policy (such as the number of hearths in a particular territory), though 
this information was only available to the employees of the particular ministries who 
compiled them.  Occasionally this data would appear in a published volume by a 
demographer working within in a related archive, but even then the author still had to 
obtain permission before they could be published (a constraint that generally prevented 
any critical statistical analysis like Vauban’s from reaching the light of day).121 
The change in the state’s attitude towards demographic science was driven largely 
by the Napoleonic wars and France’s ability to mobilize the resources of civil society as 
part of its war effort.  The goal was to extend the reach and efficiency of the state by 
centralizing the collection and distribution of information related to its population and 
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geography.122  This, it was imagined, would lead to better choices about the direction of 
the state’s assets and enhance revenues through more efficient economic and taxation 
policies.  In Germany, therefore, an effort was made to create local variations of the 
French Bureau of Statistics (founded in 1800), resulting in the foundation of professional 
statistical bureaus in Prussia (1805) and Bavaria (1808), and after the wars in 
Württemberg (1820) and Saxony (1831).123  These new statistical offices also tried to 
develop a more collaborative relationship with amateur and independent demographers, 
whose work they realized could also be beneficial in generating useful knowledge for the 
state.  As a result, information collected by the various government ministries would now 
be centralized and released to the general public. 
However, these initial spurts were for the most part failures.  Plagued by small 
staffs – the Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau had a just four members in 1810 – and poor 
organization, none was capable of regular statistical investigation or publication until the 
1850s.124  The Prussian bureau had just 450 Thalers in its first budget for operational 
costs, precluding any labor intensive efforts to count the population.125  Rather than using 
specialists, the census bureaus had to collect data indirectly, sometimes relying on local 
authorities or the owners of a building to provide demographic information instead of 
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engaging the populace directly.126  Results were usually tabulated by a series of dashes or 
dots on a central list – a messy process that could easily lead to recording errors.127   
Problems existed with the analysis of data as well, as each state developed its own 
categories and classification systems.  Thus, the first statistical survey in Saxony 
conducted in 1831, for example, recorded population in one of three different age groups, 
while its counterpart in Württemberg conducted the following year had ten.  Moreover, 
the conclusions drawn by the statisticians were also highly unreliable, since census takers 
before 1840 generally relied on small samples to produce their data, using these to make 
projections about the overall population without using a calculus of probability to verify 
the accuracy of their conclusions.128  As a result of all these issues, the early censuses 
were simply not capable of delivering either the specificity or the reliability statistical 
demographers needed in order to draw scientific conclusions about the size and location 
of specific national groups.  
The first attempts to map national belonging in the first half of the nineteenth 
century, therefore, had to rely on individual investigations to produce projections of the 
national community.  Data concerning national belonging would be gathered by a local 
‘expert,’ who would conduct limited house-to-house surveys of particular areas using 
whatever criteria they felt most clearly reflected national belonging. To overcome the 
obvious spatial limitations of this method (which made it impossible to produce results 
beyond the regional level), researchers relied on an international network of publications 
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about ethnography, geography, history and philology, through which regional knowledge 
could be exchanged.129 
The results produced by such studies, however, left much to be desired.  For 
starters, they tended to focus more on identifying the boundaries between national groups 
rather than providing an overview of the groups themselves.  This left readers with an 
impression of internal national homogeneity, which however pleasing to early 
nationalists was clearly not reflective of conditions as they existed in areas such as 
Poznan, Bohemia or the Tyrol.130  Moreover, the depiction of these language frontiers 
was also problematically uncomplicated, described simply as a solid, absolute line that 
ran from one community to another.131  Statistical information did appear sometimes 
within these examinations, but generally speaking only played an auxiliary role in the 
narrative.132  There was also no clear explanation on the methodology used to determine 
these locations, which could have been based on any number of criteria or 
categorizations.  One study from the 1840s dealing with Bohemia, for example, divided 
the population into “German” and “Slavic,” making no representations for distinctions 
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within the latter group.133  It was also unclear what enabled one to be counted as 
“German,” as there was no explanation of how Jews, Wends, Sorbs, Roma, Hungarians, 
etc. were counted.  The interpretation of regional dialects could also be a problem, 
especially in areas like Alsace or Switzerland where linguistic mixing had occurred (to 
say nothing of Yiddish).  Absent a standardized practice of standards and measurement, 
such works could only be taken as an approximation of the location of the German 
national community, rather than a blueprint for the construction of a future German 
state.134 
By the beginning of the 1850s, however, three developments began to transform 
statistical demography into a discipline worthy of its ‘scientific’ label, i.e. as something 
perceived to be a tool capable of accurately investigating social phenomena through 
measurements of the individual.  The first of these was the creation of the Zollverein in 
1834, which created the demand for a standardized practice of census taking.  A multi-
state customs union, the Zollverein distributed tax revenues based on population figures – 
a decision that required each state to use similar methods in collecting data in order to 
ensure fairness.135  Governments now had to think about developing standardized 
practices for census-taking, leading to broader discussions about methodology and the 
consequences of using certain techniques.  By the 1860s, agreement had been reached on 
a variety of technical issues, including how long the census-taking would last (one vs. 
three days), when it would occur and how often to repeat it (triennially), who would 
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conduct it (self-respondents or a government appointed census-taker) and which 
population to count (the residential or legal population).136  Population surveys were also 
conducted within the member states once every three years between 1834 – 67, with 
additional mandatory categories added in 1846 and 1861 to track occupation and industry 
numbers, shipping volume, salt and mine production.137  Another reform passed in 1845 
established that only the resident population would be counted, while also fixing 3 
December as the official census date.138 
If the Zollverein provided the structural impetus for improvement in census 
taking, then the work of the great Belgian statistician Adolphe Quetelet and his quest to 
discover “social physics” was its theoretical complement, pushing the focus of the 
science of demography from summary description to analysis.  At the heart of Quetelet’s 
theories lay the idea of l’homme moyen – the average man, who was both the individual 
representative of his social body and who could be discovered through thorough 
statistical observation.  “[A]ll things” Quetelet wrote, “will occur in conformity with the 
mean results obtained for a society.  If one seeks to establish, in some way, the basis of a 
social physics, it is he [l’homme moyen] whom one should consider”.139  This not only 
encouraged a more detail oriented practice of statistical investigation (since the more 
categories one measured the more phenomena could be identified), but also greatly 
reduced the utility of using small samples to calculate total populations (since the outliers 
were needed to identify the true average).  While Quetelet’s concept of l’homme moyen 
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was never fully accepted by the major German demographers, its theoretical assumption 
that social phenomena could be uncovered through statistical investigation achieved wide 
popularity and became the foundation of statistics as a discipline.140   
The two trends described above came together in the organization of the 
International Statistical Congresses (1853-1872), which not only debated methodologies, 
but also the practical and technical concerns of carrying out the census.  Professional 
experiences were shared and recommendations made about improvements for future 
undertakings.  The Prussian delegate S. Neumann, for example, stressed to his colleagues 
at the 1863 gathering in Berlin the virtue of trying to involve the local populace in the 
process of census taking – a direct result of the early Prussian experiences with 
populations whose hostile association of census takers with tax collectors had led to poor 
and inaccurate response rates.  Similarly, as Engel argued, the use of volunteers in Berlin 
for the Prussian census of 1861 had drastically cut costs, while also improving accuracy 
since individuals’ responses were now checked against existing material conditions.141  
International standards could also bet set, enabling transnational statistical comparison.   
The 1853 gathering in Brussels, for example, recommended a decennial census to be 
conducted in December, which would collect information about name, age, sex, 
language, religion and profession.142  Finally, the meetings were open to the public, 
which helped to popularize the discipline.143 
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These developments coincided with a growing interest for standardization of data 
collection and analysis by the state.  This was in part a consequence of industrialization, 
which created the need to coordinate the processing, transport and sale of raw materials 
and finished goods across vast spatial areas.  The expansion in possible markets made it 
necessary for buyers and sellers to gain knowledge of economic possibilities outside their 
own local areas of expertise – a familiarity that could easily be established through 
numerical representation.  For the government, statistics also presented the opportunity to 
increase its managerial efficiency, as resources and policy could be better directed to 
produce favorable economic conditions for entrepreneurial endeavors.  On the social side 
of things, statistics was also embraced by social and political scientists who saw them as 
a means for investigating otherwise unseen social and economic forces released by 
industrialization.144  One could follow the marginalization of the worker by looking at 
price and wage indexes, while the overall strength of a state could be compared to its 
potential rivals through its iron production or coke output. 
This new emphasis on the importance of statistical data for the state can be seen 
in the career of Ernst Engel, whose tenure at the Saxon (1854-1858) and Prussian (1860-
1882) Statistical Bureaus was marked by the expansion of the power and capabilities of 
these agencies.  Engel’s reforms were built around three main principles, the first of 
which was the increasing centralization of the official process of data collection.145  
Under Engel’s direction authority for conducting the census was gradually transferred 
from local or regional administrators to the statistical bureau itself, which now carried out 
the planning and organization of the census directly.  Decisions about what questions to 
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ask would be standardized, set by a central statistical council made up of the director of 
the bureau (Engel) and key ministers rather than on an ad hoc basis by provincial 
authorities.146  The tabulation of results would also gradually become centralized, with 
trained professionals replacing locals in the processing of statistical data.147  This meant 
an end to the haphazard practice of using central lists filled with dots or dashes, which a 
disinterested constable or prefect could easily make a mistake on.  To facilitate statistical 
research in large cities, Engel supported the foundation of municipal statistical offices, 
which quickly mushroomed across Germany.148 
As Engel worked to reform the apparatus of data collection in the Prussian state, 
he also made reforms to the census itself.  Here his efforts were directed mainly at 
establishing “exhaustivity” – or making the census as complete and accurate a scientific 
tool as possible. 149  Thus to eliminate variation the time the census was taken was 
standardized and groups who had previously been excluded from sampling like the 
military were now subject to the same centralized questionnaires.  More importantly, 
Engel also tried to transform the process of counting into one that both involved and 
investigated the individual.  To affect such change Engel did away with the indirect 
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tradition of having leading citizens or local authorities report (or really to estimate) 
population figures, replacing this with a direct form to be filled out by the head of the 
household known as a Haushaltungsliste (“Household lists,” figure 2.1 below).150  This 
method of “self-counting” as Engel put it not only increased the accuracy of the results 
 
Figure 2.1: Draft Haushaltungslist, which was eventually used on the 1861 Prussian Census.  The 
Question about language usage can be found in the lower right hand corner.  It states, “What 
Language is spoken by the entire family?” 
 
– replacing projections with hard data, but also enlarged the field of inquiry upon which 
statistical studies could be conducted.  Unlike a local prefect, the head of the household 
was obviously a person familiar with the intimate details of the family unit, who could 
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supply more than simple demographic information about age and sex.  Language usage, 
economic status and in some cases highly personal categories like mental or physical 
illness could all be investigated in a more reliable way.151  In 1871, pressures to measure 
the various parts of the family independently led to a further refinement of counting 
techniques with the introduction of 
Zählungskarten (Figure 2.2, right) – a 
small playing card sized questionnaire that 
was to be filled out by each individual 
member of the family.152  Useful not only 
for their increased accuracy, they were 
also easier to sort and could be counted 
faster with the introduction of electronic 
tabulators in the twentieth century.153 
Finally, Engel also made efforts to 
engage the public, seeing the census as 
“an act of the highest national interest” 
that was more a form of “self  
government” than a police action taken on 
behalf of the state.154  He therefore began 
regular publication of statistical data and analysis, through both scholarly journals such as 
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Figure 2.2: Draft Zählungskarte for the 1870 
Prussian Census proposed by Engel.  Although 
this method was used for that counting, question 
10 (cut-off at the lower right hand corner) on 
“mother-tongue” was not included in the final 
version.  
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the Journal of the Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau (1855) and statistical compendiums 
such as the Yearbook for the Administrative Statistics of the Prussian State (1863).155  At 
the same time, Engel also reached out to the academic community, founding a statistical 
seminar at the University of Berlin designed to train not only potential statisticians, but to 
give students working in other fields such as economics, sociology or political science an 
appreciation of statistical methodology.156 
The results of Engel’s reforms were quite dramatic, both in terms of the growth of 
the Prussian statistical bureau and those of the other German states.  In states such as 
Baden (1865) and Bavaria (1869), statistical offices were re-founded and made into 
independent government offices, no longer subsidiary to other ministries like trade or 
interior.  Many began to regularly publish their own statistical journals and handbooks, 
such as the Statistical Report on the Grand Duchy of Oldenburg (1856) or the Statistical 
Yearbook for the Grand Duchy of Baden (1869).157  By 1873, the volume of material 
produced by the Prussian bureau alone was so great that it required the formation of its 
own publishing house (the Publishing House of the Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau) to 
supervise the distribution of all its statistical reports, newsletters and yearbooks.158   
In financial terms, the statistical offices also expanded greatly over the course of 
the long nineteenth century.  In 1861 the Prussian bureau was able to budget 18,000 
Thalers on the upcoming census – a dramatic increase compared to the mere 5300 
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Thalers projected for its entire budget of 1810.159  By 1900 the financial resources 
allotted for conducting the census had risen to more than 500,000 Marks and involved the 
dissemination, proofing and counting of more than 38 million Zählungskarten (those 
figures are for Prussia only).160  By the eve of the First World War, the state statistical 
bureaus would combine to have an annual budget around two million Marks (5.5 million 
with the municipal and imperial offices factored in) with approximately 1500 full-time 
employees.161 
The growth in the size of the various census bureaus was also reflected in the 
expansion of both the frequency and scope of the censuses themselves.  Censuses of 
differing types (population, industry, the number and condition of cattle holdings, etc.) 
could now be conducted on a yearly basis, with the objects of their focus rotated on a 
predetermined schedule.  The number of categories investigated also exploded, to the 
extent that the pages devoted to the publication of the census jumped between 1867 and 
1872 from six to fifty-eight. 162  Most of this expansion dealt with the addition of new 
industrial categories, though some demographic measurements related to mental illness 
were added as well. By 1880, not only were basic items like age, sex and religion being 
counted, but so too were economic and social categories ranging from the area of railway 
track, the volume of goods shipped and the number of boiler explosions occurring in the 
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country to the social cost of industrialization such as the enrollment figures for fire and 
life insurance.163 
By the time of unification, then, the census had evolved from a haphazard 
collection of numbers on a chart whose accuracy could easily be called into question to a 
powerful tool that produced seemingly certain results for social research.  Technical 
innovation increased the reliability of the results it produced, and bureaucratic expansion 
enabled it to extensively enlarge the amount and type of data it collected.  More 
comprehensive reporting techniques also allowed results to be categorized by specific 
geographic or demographic categories (i.e. by town, sex or age), with an emphasis on 
local administrative units (Bezirke) rather than provinces.  Thus one could visualize 
social phenomena like population growth at the municipal level, identifying which 
communities were expanding or contracting. With regard to surveys of nationality, this 
availability of statistics at the micro level (especially those related to language use) 
enabled demographers to track national movement, noting specific areas where mixing or 
assimilation was taking place.  Comparing the census results from 1861 and 1867, for 
example, Karl Brämer was able to evaluate the successfulness of Prussian Germanization 
policies in the east.164  This spatial specificity also permitted more precise chartings of 
the boundaries between nations, as exemplified by Richard Böckh’s The Number of 
German People and their Linguistic Domain in the States of Europe (1869).  Simply put, 
then, by 1870 the census had become the tool for data collection demographers needed in 
order to make their ‘scientific’ examinations of nationality believable. 
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A second consequence of the growth of the statistical bureaus was the role they 
played in legitimating the efforts of demographers who tried to map the nation based on 
language and culture.  Men like Engel (Prussia) and Böckh (Berlin) played a leading role 
in shaping their respective institutions – a development that enabled them to inject their 
own ideas about the proper parameters of statistical investigation into the methodology 
used by these public offices. 165  As head of the Prussian Statistical Bureau, for example, 
Engel was able to exert considerable influence on the composition of the Prussian census 
before unification, helping place questions about language usage on the survey.  He was 
then also able to perform statistical analyses of this data, which were then published in 
articles such as “Linguistic Difference in the Inhabitants of the Prussian State according 
to the 1858 census by the Royal Government” (by Engel) or “The New German Province 
Alsace with German Lorraine” (by K. Brämer) in the pages of the bureau’s official 
journal. 166  In literally placing these efforts under the official seal of the state (which 
appeared on the journal’s front-page), he won respectability for the methodology they 
used, since the state would obviously not financially support the work of quacks or place 
‘radicals’ in high positions of responsibility.167  In building the bureaucratic machinery of 
the census bureau, demographers like Engel were in fact creating a powerful platform for 
the implementation of their own ideas. 
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Conclusion: a Believable Method for the Measurement of Nationality 
Armed with a methodology that theoretically reduced nationality to a singular and 
objectively determinable characteristic (based on mother-tongue) and a physical 
apparatus capable of carrying out a complete and seemingly impartial collection of data, 
demographers began by the 1860s began to produce images of the German national 
community that appeared to be true reflections of social realities (Böckh’s The Number of 
German People and their Linguistic Domain in the States of Europe being the 
outstanding example).  Anchored in the language of science, legitimated by both 
international colleagues abroad (through the resolutions of the Statistical Conferences) 
and by the state at home (through its financial and logistical support), they became 
authoritative statements about the location and consistency of national identity on the 
European continent.  In essence, they made it possible for administrators, statesmen and 
concerned commentators to see the nation in action, transforming the abstract and 
ethereal quality of nationality into a seemingly objective and concrete characteristic.  
They could now identify its exact spatial contours, gauge its movements, analyze the 
causes for its expansion or contraction and most importantly recommend practical 
policies to shape its likely future.  More will be said about the consequences of this 
development for the formal practice of politics in chapter IV.  First, however, it will be 
necessary to examine the strategies of visual communication that made it possible to 
quantify and represent the knowledge won through statistical investigations – the subject 
of the next chapter. 
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“The most excellent device for the examination of ethnography in space…lies in cartography, in so far as it 
both delivers the most effective response to criticism and clearly illustrates the total result of research on 
the spread, limit and mixing of individual ethnic groups (Stämme)” – Karl von Czoernig (1857)1 
 
“The graphic method of statistics in close connection with cartographic representation now makes it 
possible to find natural regions independently from arbitrarily drawn administrative boundaries, thus… 
giving true averages and establishing comparability between the individual states”  
–Austrian Geographer Franz von Le Monnier (1878) 2 
 
“It is cartography that can splendidly make the national idea visible  
through the skilled fusion of political maps, colors and numbers”  
– German Review for Geography and Statistics (1901)3 
 
III. Mapping Germans: Making the 
Cultural Nation Visible 
 
In the late summer of 1834, the Kassel librarians Karl Bernhardi and Heinrich 
Schubart together with the archivist Georg Landau decided to form a new local patriotic 
organization to be known as the Hessian Association for History and Geography (Verein 
für hessische Geschichte und Landeskunde).4  Well aware of the rising interest in local 
history experienced as part of the surge of post-Napoleonic nationalist spirit and the 
formation of similar groups across Germany, they noted Hesse’s lack of participation in 
this endeavor. 5  The reasons behind this, they argued, lay not in any lack of “glorious 
memories of antiquity,” nor in a deficiency in “love of the native soil” or a shortage of 
“men who with zeal and success” would be willing to perform the necessary toil.  Rather, 
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 Karl von Czoernig, “Über die Ethnographie Österreichs,” Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen 
Classe der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften 25. (1857), p. 279 
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 See for example, the foundation of the Thüringisch-Sächsische Verein für Erforschung des 
vaterländischen Altertums (1819), the Westfalian Verein für westfälische Geschichte und Altertumskunde 
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Stein’s Monumenta Germaniae Historica (1819) also served as a model for the Hessian organization 
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it was simply attributable to the problem of logistics, a failure of all patriotic Hessians to 
work together for the national good.  This problem, they announced in their initial appeal, 
would soon be solved by the creation of their new organization. By the middle of 
November they had enough positive responses to move forward, culminating with the 
first general meeting on 29 December 1834.6 
For Bernhardi and his colleagues, the work done by the association was to be 
more than just the dry recounting of tales about great kings and battles of ages gone by.  
Rather, in the true spirit of Romantic nationalism, it was seen as an activity deeply 
connected to the growth of national consciousness, which they hoped would “waken the 
desire for patriotic studies and spread the thorough awareness of these subjects” in the 
general public.  To accomplish this task, they asserted, the study of history within the 
organization must be “the most careful investigation of the inner historical life – the 
special relationships, mechanisms and designs…which for better or worse exercise a very 
powerful influence on peoples.”7  To meet these lofty goals – and to “win an honorable 
place” for the new association “among the various historical societies of Germany,” 
Bernhardi proposed a bold undertaking: working along with similar organizations they 
would create a comprehensive linguistic map (Sprachkarte) of the German nation.  For as 
he noted, the “borders of the German tongue with France, Italy and the Slavic languages 
were still little known.”  To find them and bring them to life would certainly fulfill a most 
solemn “national duty.”8 
                                               
6
 “Einleitung: Gründung des Vereins für hessische Geschichte und Landeskunde,” Zeitschrift des Vereins 
für hessische Geschichte und Landeskunde 1. (1837), pp. i-ii 
7
 Ibid., p. iii 
8
 Ibid., pp. vi-vii 
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Over the course of the next nine years, Bernhardi and friends would work 
tirelessly to turn this vision into a reality.9  Relying on an international network of 
ethnographers, philologists and patriotic organizations, he gradually stitched together 
various local reports to create a complete picture of the German nation (pictured below in 
figure 3.1). 10  Strong green and blue lines flushed out the boundaries between Europe’s 
major linguistic groups (French, Italian, Danish, Hungarian and “Slavic”), creating an 
aerial overview of the general geographical space of the German national community in 
Europe.  At the same time, a series of red lines cut across the German interior to reveal 
the borders between the various regional dialects (especially between middle, high and 
lower German), reminding viewers of the important role particularism played within the 
overall framework of German unity.  German settlements beyond the limits of the 
German Bund were also made visible, with tiny red circles around towns in Bohemia and 
Hungary showing their continued membership in the cultural nation.  In his own way, 
then, Bernhardi essentially transformed the narrative of Arndt’s famous poem What is the 
German Fatherland? into a visual image, a picture of the nation that stretched  
“as far as the German tongue sounds.” 
 
                                               
9
 Karl Bernhardi, Sprachkarte von Deutschland (Kassel: J.J. Bohné, 1843, 1849).  The date of initial 
publication is sometimes listed as 1844 
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 Some of these sources were ‘official’ documents produced by the state such as J.V. Haeufler’s 
Sprachkarte der österreichirschen Monarchie sammt erklärender Ubersicht der Völker dieses 
Kaiserstaates (Pest: G. Emich, 1846).  Most, however, were provided by private individuals, such as 
Johannes Mattias Firmenich-Richartz’s Germaniens Völkerstimmen (Berlin: Schlesinger, 1843) or Albert 
Schott’s Die Deutschen am Monte Rosa mit ihrem Stammesgenossen im Wallis und Uechtland (Zürich: 
Kantonsschule, 1840).  Bernhardi, pp. viii, 25.  It should also be noted that the collection of ethnographic or 
philological information about the local population was not limited to the German experience.  Adolph 
Frederick Bergsøe’s De danske Stats Statistik (Copenhagen: Trykt paa Forfatterens forlag, 1844-1853), 
Karl Ferdinand Allen’s Ueber Sprache u. Volksthumlichkeiten im Hzg. Schleswig od Südjutland 
(Copenhagen: C.A. Reitzel, 1848) and Artur von Buschen’s Bevölkerung des russischen Kaiserreichs in 
den wichtigsten statistischen Verhältnissen dargestellt (Gotha: Perthes, 1862) are examples of demographic 
work done in foreign countries 
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Figure 3.1: Karl Bernhardi's Linguistic Map of Germany (second edition, 1849) 
 
Bernhardi’s project shows both the promise and problems encountered in early 
nineteenth century attempts to use cartography to answer the riddle of where the German 
nation was located.  On the one hand, they were powerful instruments for shaping spatial 
perceptions, “surrogates for firsthand witnessing” as David N. Livingstone has noted that 
allowed the impartial observer to view all elements of larger social bodies like the nation 
in a single picture.11  They “connect[ed] territory with the social order,” creating a sense 
of geographical specificity that numbers alone could not convey.12  Moreover, as visual 
objects, they were ‘written’ in a language that was eminently comprehensible to the mass 
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 David N. Livingstone, Putting Science in its Place: Geographies of Scientific Knowledge (Chicago: 
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 David Turnbull, “Cartography and Science in Early Modern Europe: Mapping the Construction of 
Knowledge Spaces,” Imago Mundi 48. (1996), p. 7 
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public in a way that the dense philological compilations being created by nationalist 
intellectuals like Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm were not.  These qualities, therefore, made 
them seem like perfect devices for crafting images of the national community.  Indeed, 
this was the principle goal behind the genesis of Bernhardi’s map – the creation of an 
image of a unified Germany that otherwise did not exist.13  It was meant to give a definite 
form to the abstract idea of the nation, to inspire patriots to think about what a future 
political Germany might look like.  For this reason a second edition was published in 
1849, dedicated to the members of the Frankfurt Parliament (among whom Bernhardi 
was a member) “in memory of the lively discussions on Germany’s natural borders.”14 
At the same time, however, early ethnographic maps like Bernhardi’s can also be 
viewed as failures, lacking either the authority or believability to serve as the basis for the 
reorganization of European politics then underway.15  Based loosely on philological 
research, local ethnographic studies or even travel reports, they were treated more as 
idealized portraits of a thing that could be rather than as absolute reflections of something 
already in existence.  Bernhardi, for example, described his own work as an “Essay” 
(Versuch) rather than “a systematic treatment of the object” itself (the nation).16  His 
project made little effort to tackle the difficult questions about methodology and 
categorization examined in the previous chapter, leaving the viewer with rather 
unproblematic assertions about the location of the language frontier.  Nor was there any 
attempt made to show nuance or mixing, with lines of difference generally shown as 
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 Heinrich J. Dingeldein, “Karl Bernhardi und die Sprachgrenzen im Deutschen.  Ein Beitrag zur 
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spatial absolutes.  For all these reasons, then, it is not surprising to learn that despite his 
participation as a delegate at the Paulskirche, Bernhardi’s map was never seriously 
considered as a possible blueprint for the future German state at Frankfurt.17 
By the end of the nineteenth century, the dissonance found in Bernhardi’s map 
between the promises made by its representations and its social authority as a reflection 
of reality would disappear.  This chapter charts the development of this convergence, 
showing how ‘ethnographic maps’ evolved into authoritative statements capable of 
shaping not only popular perceptions of the nation, but also serving as scientific 
instruments for the reordering of European politics.18  It begins with a more detailed 
examination of ethnographic maps produced between 1820 and 1860, showing why these 
maps were unable to inspire confidence about the representations they made concerning 
the location of the nation and its various members.  These failures, I contend, not only 
resulted from individual choices about things like methodology and categorization, but 
were also constrained by technological issues as well.  Material conditions related to the 
cost of dyes and the lack of precision of the printing process itself, for example, 
conspired to keep map-makers from showing the complexities of national relationships, 
both along the so-called language frontier and within the nation itself.  The second half of 
the chapter focuses on the technological improvement of map-making and printing by 
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 Brian E. Vick, Defining Germany: the 1848 Frankfurt Parliamentarians and National Identity 
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1860, which enabled the creation of new forms of representation.  A new type of 
ethnographic map subsequently emerged: one capable of showing the interior 
composition of the cultural nation rather than just its spatial limits or exterior 
boundaries.19  When combined with the scientific authority of the census, these new 
techniques of representation helped make maps into powerful devices that were capable 
of changing the political order of Europe. 
 
Early Nineteenth Century Ethnographic Maps (c. 1820-1860) 
 Bernhardi was not alone in his belief that cartography could be used to generate a 
useful portrait of the nation.  The years immediately before and after the 1848 revolutions 
witnessed a boom in the publication of ethnographic maps, as researchers from across 
Europe began to transform the data collected from large scale, supraregional studies of 
nationality into visual images.20  In 1842, the pan-Slavic philologist Pavel Josef Safárik 
produced his Slav Ethnography, which featured a sweeping map that showed Slavic 
settlement from central Europe to the Ural mountains.21  The first edition of Bernhardi’s 
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Safarik, see Herman Carmel, “Pavel Josef Safarik,, Founder of Modern Pan-Slavistic Studies,” Books 
Abroad 36. (1962), pp. 31-32 
 139 
map appeared in Kassel in 1843, and was followed shortly thereafter by the Austrian 
statistician J.V. Haeufler’s Attempt of a Language Map of the Austrian Monarchy 
(1846).22  With the outbreak of revolution across Europe and the subsequent attempt to 
build a German state the need for ethnographic maps received new impetus, resulting in 
the publication of Heinrich Kiepert’s Nationality Map of Germany (1848), the French 
Marquis d’Argenson’s Map of Spoken Languages in Europe (1848) and the second 
edition of Bernhardi’ Sprachkarte (1849).23  Even after the failure of the “springtime of 
peoples” there remained considerable interest in ethnographic mapping, with works by 
Heinrich Berghaus (on Europe, Austria and Germany), Peter Keppen (on Russia) and 
Carl von Czoernig (on Austria) all appearing in the later 1840s and 1850s (more will be 
said about these maps shortly).24 
This surging enthusiasm for maps of nationality was clearly linked to the politics 
of the 1840s – a moment when continental Europeans began to call for a transition from 
the old feudal-aristocratic state to the more democratic nation-state.25  In this respect, 
maps like those created by Bernhardi or Safárik essentially fulfilled an ideological or 
propagandistic purpose, transforming the ideal of national unity proclaimed by liberal 
intellectuals into a seeming reality.  In the Prusso-German context, this ability to create 
unity out of the chaos of the fractured German political landscape became especially 
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useful after the collapse of the March revolution, providing nationalists with a utopian 
vision of the world they were working to create.  Like Moses gazing from the top of 
Mount Moab, these maps enabled activists to view the national Promised Land that they 
hoped they might one day reach.  Ethnographic maps could also be used to establish a 
sense of “graphic order” in multi-ethnic states as well.26  Czoernig’s Ethnographic Map 
of the Austrian Monarchy (1857), for example, depicted the harmonious co-existence of 
the empire’s many nationalities, reflecting an inner political and cultural cohesion that 
had been severely tested by recent events.27 
It is important to note, however, that these maps were not merely political 
fantasies.28  Grounded in the philosophy of the Enlightenment – in particular its emphasis 
on the discovery and classification of the natural world – they were also envisioned as 
scientific contributions that would show the evolution and geographic dispersion of the 
human family.29  There was no better example of this deep connection between science 
and the cartography of the nation than the work of Heinrich Berghaus, whose 
ethnographic maps were also part of the Physical Atlas – a two volume set commissioned 
by Alexander von Humboldt as a graphic complement to his magnum opus the Cosmos. 30  
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In similar fashion, the works of Safarik and Bernhradi were not arbitrary geopolitical 
projections, but based their claims on philological research conducted by would-be 
ethnographers from across Europe. 
This scientific element of ethnographic mapping played a key role in establishing 
the legitimacy and authority of their author’s visions, distinguishing them from the 
somewhat speculative and philosophical attempts made over the previous half century to 
locate national boundaries based on geographic features like rivers and mountains.31  Yet 
it also forced map-makers to confront several key challenges encountered in the transition 
from traditional narrative mechanisms of communication like books to the visual 
language of the map.  Cartographers, for example, had to find a way to inscribe the 
images they produced with signs of scientific license, so that a viewer would know that it 
was the outcome of empirical investigation uninfluenced by personal desire or ideology.  
A more fundamental problem was the need to develop a comprehendible visual code, so 
that audiences would be able to make clear associations between the symbols contained 
on the map and the various phenomena they were supposed to represent.  Finally, there 
was the added burden of precision acquired through the maps’ claim to associate territory 
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with the social order.  By the 1830s, enough progress had been made by state-sponsored 
cadastral surveys that one could begin to create maps accurate enough to use for travel 
planning or military logistics.32  This development had a profound effect on the 
perception of the information maps conveyed, moving from a metaphoric sense of the 
location of objects and phenomena to one that was spatially and topographically specific.  
An errant line or splotch of color, therefore, would transmit incorrect meaning, and as a 
result such mistakes had to be avoided to the greatest extent possible. 
Potential solutions to these problems emerged only gradually during the first half 
of the nineteenth century, as cartographers experimented with different approaches and 
methods.  To solve the problem of authority, early ethnographic maps tended to be 
accompanied by demographic studies that explained their methodology and gave a 
complementary narrative or numeric description.  Sometimes the map itself was the 
primary focus of these works, while in other cases such as the work of Safarik and 
Bernhardi they were simply an addendum to their more descriptive monographs.33  
Heinrich Kiepert’s map was accompanied by an “historical commentary” that laid out the 
history of the general location and historical evolution of the language border and which 
contained descriptions of the individual German tribes (Stämme).34  As the state statistical 
bureaus began to publish the results of the first modern censuses in the 1840s, numbers 
too began appearing on ethnographic maps as a way of justifying and defending their 
claims.  Kiepert’s map had also included a census-based statistical annex, and 
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cartographers such as Heinrich Berghaus or Joseph Scheda (the Austrian official who 
made Czoernig’s map) actually placed statistical tables in a cartouche-like position on 
their maps (see figure 3.2 below).35 
 
Figure 3.2: Inset of a statistical table found in the lower right hand corner of Karl von Czoernig's 
Ethnographic Map of the Austrian Monarchy (1857) 
 
Decisions about how best to represent nationality were more difficult, requiring a 
certain degree of trial and error to work out.  The first generation of ethnographic maps at 
the close of the eighteenth century had experimented with the use of symbols and scripts 
to denote communal belonging.  An 1804 map of Hungary by Johann Matthais 
Korabinsky (pictured in fig 3.3 below), for example, placed a small symbol next to each 
town’s name that assigned it to a particular national category.36  German settlements were 
given stars, Hungarians points, Slovaks and Wends (who were grouped together) a dash, 
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Russians a sloping cross, Romanians an arrow and Poles two horizontal lines.37  A less 
complicated method was based on changes to map lettering, so that the names of the  
 
Figure 3.3: Map of Slovakia titled “C[omitatus] Zoliensis,” found in Johann Matthias Korabinsky’s 
Atlas Regni Hungariae (1804) 
 
dominant national group could be written in capital letters, those of minority 
communities in lower cases.  This method was used in combination with color by the 
Prussian engineer Franz August O’Etzel for his Nationality Map of Europe (1821), and a 
variant of it was also used by Safarik to distinguish between the various Slavic tribes 
(who were all depicted in the same green shade).38  One problem with these early graphic 
attempts to map nationality, however, was their lack of spatial specificity.  Isolated dots 
or lettering did not show the definitive borders between national communities nationalist 
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like the members of the Hessian Association for History and Geography actually wanted 
to see. 
This desire to highlight boundaries led to the application of color to ethnographic 
maps to bring out stronger contrasts between national groups.39  Using a process that had 
been introduced as far back as the seventeenth century, a skilled artisan would take a 
black and white map and apply small amounts of ink or paint by hand to accentuate 
certain lines or symbols.  By the 1830s, the Justus Perthes geographical publishing firm 
in Gotha (discussed in more detail in chapter V) employed over 200 such colorers, most 
of whom were occupied with adding color to the many pages of Berghaus’ Physical 
Atlas.40  This initial use of color on ethnographic maps was largely aesthetic, but by the 
start of the 1840s it had evolved into the primary means of representing national 
belonging on ethnographic maps.41  Interiors were generally left white with shaded 
borders signifying the domain of each national group, although around mid-century 
colorers also began to wash over these regions with faint, watercolor-like shades as well.  
The contrast between these two approaches can be seen below in two maps of central 
Europe drawn by Berghaus (figures 3.4 and 3.5 below).  Due to the high cost of dyes, 
map-makers were generally limited in the spectrum they could use to represent various 
national communities.  Lighter shades of blue, yellow and green therefore predominated, 
with the occasional use of red or purple. 
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Figure 3.4: an early edition of Heinrich Berghaus' Ethnographic Map of Europe taken from his 
Physical Atlas (1847).  Note that France, Italy and England have only their borders colored, while 
German and Slavic settlements are fully colored in. 
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Figure 3.5: a slightly later edition of the same map (1852), this time prepared with color outlining 
rather than a full wash 
 
Despite these innovations, however, problems remained that undermined the 
credibility of the representations made on early ethnographic maps.  To begin with, 
cartographers’ use of philological and statistical information as sources of legitimacy 
inevitably subjected their authors to some of the same criticisms we have examined in the 
previous chapter.  Each map was only as good as the science it was based upon, and 
simply put until the 1860s neither of these sciences were capable of producing reliable 
and precise information about the location of national boundaries.  Philological research 
was too arbitrary, open to too many variables in the selection of the criteria of 
measurement, while the collection of census data still relied on unscientific estimates by 
local notables and error prone methods that produced unbelievable results. 
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In a more detailed sense, cartographic depictions of nationality also inherited 
some of the same problems in creating a stable and clear cut system of classification 
encountered in statistical analysis.  Most demographers/cartographers could agree that 
Germans deserved to be independently represented, with closely related tongues such as 
Dutch or Flemish often counted as German dialects.  But divisions among the Slavic 
groups were more problematic.  Safarik, Bernhardi, Kiepert and Berghaus represented 
Slavs in the same color, with the name of each specific group (i.e. Polish, Czech, etc.) 
overlaid on the map.  But this method made it difficult to determine whether the label 
was national, regional or dialectic in nature.  A certain degree of switching could also 
occur between the representations made on the map and those contained in the 
accompanying statistical tables as well.  Kiepert’s Nationality Map (figure 3.6 below), for 
example, split Slavs into categories of East, West and South Slav, with distinctions 
between Poles and Czechs appearing only in the statistical annex.  Here the South Slav 
category mysteriously disappeared altogether, most likely due to a lack of statistical 
information. 
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Figure 3.6: an inset of West Prussia/Poland from Heinrich Kiepert's Nationality Map of Germany 
(1848) 
 
To get an idea of just how complicated the process of categorization could be, there was 
no better example than the series of Berghaus maps of Europe taken from the Physical 
Atlas (figure 3.7, below), which contained so many national and regional labels that the 
portion of the legend dedicated to the Indo-European groups filled the entire North Sea. 
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Figure 3.7: the upper left hand corner of Heinrich Berhaus' Ethnographic Map of Europe (1847).  
Each tribe was then matched to a letter on the continent, presumably giving an indication of where 
this group was geographically located 
 
 The question of how to represent Jews was also problematic, with 
demographers/cartographers resisting the impulse to treat Judaism as a religion rather 
than as a separate nationality.  To accomplish this process of division, map-makers used a 
variety of off hand adjustments.  Berghaus, for example noted in his statistical annex that 
despite their adoption of the German language, the 55,000 German Jews represented on 
the census had “more or less stayed true to the beliefs and culture, the conventions and 
customs of his ancestral home.”42  As a result, he included an “explanation” in the lower 
right hand corner of his Ethnographic Map of Austria (1850) that described Jews and 
Gypsies as “scattered peoples” who had no “geographical domain” that could actually be 
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 Berghaus, PA, p. 10.  That Berghaus intended this comment as evidence of a national rather than an 
anthropological distinction is indicated by his listing of Jews as separate “nationality” in the statistical table 
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represented on the map (pictured below in figure 3.8).43  Czoernig held a similar view, 
and Kiepert actually included an additional column on his accompanying statistical table 
that subtracted Jews from the overall population of Germans.44 
 Jews and Gypsies were 
not the only minority groups that 
were difficult to find a place for 
on the map.  A more pressing 
concern for most map-makers 
was the question of how to 
represent contested territory 
between national groups.  On 
maps that shaded only borders 
and left the interior of a national domain white, the answer to this problem generally 
involved the application of the respective national color to the space inhabited by the 
minority.  Karl Bernhardi, for example, relied on a combination of colored circles and 
underlined town names to denote areas where minority communities were concentrated 
(figure 3.9 below).  Other cartographers experimented with systems of lined shading, 
such as the series of lines and crosses deployed by Berghaus in his 1850 map of the 
Habsburg monarchy (pictured below in figure 3.10). 
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Figure 3.8: narrative explanation taken from lower right 
hand corner of Berghaus' Ethnographic Map of the Austrian 
Monarchy (1849) 
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Figure 3.9: Bernhardi's deptiction of minority territory by simple line shading.  This was the most 
popular method used on early ethnographic maps, in part because it was also the cheapest 
 
 
Figure 3.10: Berghaus' rather innovative but confusing attempt to represent mixing through shading 
and crosses (1849).  Note, however, that some mixed areas were denoted through solid colors, others 
through crossed lines. 
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 The representation of minority communities on full colored maps was slightly 
more difficult, at least until the application of lithographic printing to map making after 
the 1860s (described in greater detail in the following section).  For these maps 
cartographers tended use heavier blotches of color in border areas to signify points of 
mixing.  Yet this method also had several draw backs.  The nature of the inking process 
 
Figure 3.11: Berghaus' depiction of West Prussia/Poland from an 1847 version of the Ethnographic 
Map of Europe.  Note the darker blotches south of Danzig, which were intended to represent German 
settlement.  Also notice the Wendish circle southwest of Berlin, which is barely visible amid the 
darker German green 
 
made it difficult to create contrasts for lighter colors against a darker background, with 
the result that representations tended to create a more progressive image of settlement for 
one nationality at the cost of the other.  In the picture above (figure 3.11) drawn from 
Berghaus’ 1847 map of Europe, the darker German areas in West Prussia are more 
pronounced, while the Wendish pocket appears isolated and inevitably destined to be 
filled in.  Poor ink quality could also result in a fair degree of bleeding, so that exact 
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boundaries between communities became barely visible.45  On the 1848 version of the 
same map (below, figure 3.12), for example, the color contrast was quite weak, making 
the respective minority communities fade from view. 
 
Figure 3.12: an 1848 copy of the Ethnographic Map of Europe taken from Heinrich Berghaus’ 
Physical Atlas 
 
 The comparison of these two versions of Berghaus’ ethnographic map of Europe 
brings out a third major problem in inherent in early thematic cartography: the inability of 
map-makers to control precisely where every drop of ink wound up.  Since every map 
was hand colored by a particular individual, each was to paraphrase Richard Wagner’s 
famous description of musical performance a bit of an “improvisation.”  Each coloring 
session could result in slightly different outcomes, with one worker painting a thicker or 
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thinner brushstroke than his colleague.  The final cartographic product could also vary 
depending on factors such as time of day, the expected workload (was the colorer in a 
hurry), attention span, etc.  Nor was the printing process itself as uniform as we like to 
think.46  The copper plates used to produce the base maps were a made from a soft metal 
that wore easily and unevenly.  The first print run, therefore, could differ quite 
significantly from its latter counterparts, with cracks in the metal or fading affecting the 
exact image they produced.  Worn plates were occasionally re-etched to extend their life 
span, and eventually those from a popular atlas like the Physical Atlas had to be newly 
engraved in their entirety.47  
The result of all these problems were subtle variations in the images produced, 
which while undoubtedly small were still large enough to undermine the authority of 
early ethnographic maps as absolute statements of the location of boundaries between 
national communities.  Colors could overrun their intended national spaces, while new 
lines could appear or disappear depending on the condition of the instruments used to 
make them.48  Consider, for example, the following two images taken from separate 
editions of Berghaus’ Ethnographic Map of Europe (below, figures 3.13 and 3.14).  The 
first from 1847 shows what appears to be a mistaken application of color to the upper left 
hand corner, marking what was supposed to be interior Romanian territory with a yellow 
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Hungarian smudge.49  The purple Romanian clusters on the right hand side of the map 
also appear to exceed their printed boundaries.  Was this meant as an intentional sign 
 
Figure 3.13: inset of Transylvania take from 1847 version of Berghaus’ Ethnographic Map of Europe  
 
of Romanian growth or simply a case of coloring outside the lines? Similarly, this version 
of the same territory from an 1852 map appears either to be faded or the colorist simply 
missed one of the many small circled areas in the upper left hand side of the map. 
 
Figure 3.14: inset of the same taken from 1852 version of Berghaus' Ethnographic Map of Europe 
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 The lack of a dotted line suggests that this was a mistake, as opposed to the other yellow Hungarian 
spaces in Transylvania 
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 For all these reason then – a lack of certainty derived from the philological and 
statistical methodologies used to assign territory, the challenges encountered in the 
representation of minority groups and contested spaces and the inability to precisely 
control the final image – ethnographic cartographers themselves tended to see their own 
works as more approximations than absolute statements about the location and 
consistency of national groups.  We have seen in the introduction to this chapter how 
Bernhardi referred to his map as an “attempt” (Versuch).50  Kiepert also had his doubts, 
labeling early ethnographic maps like Safarik’s as “imperfect sketches” while also calling 
his own work an “attempt.”51  Gustav Kombst – one of Bergahaus’ German students who 
had gone to England to work with Alexander Keith Johnston on the English version of 
the Physical Atlas – actually preferred to think of his maps as “giving a distinct outline” 
of nationality relations rather than “an overstudied accuracy in the coloring,” since the 
latter “necessarily bewilders and leads astray those whose object it is to acquire 
knowledge.”52 
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‘Accurate’ Ethnographic Maps (c. 1860-1890)53 
 
 
Figure 3.15: Heinrich Kiepert’s Peoples and Languages Map of Germany and its Neighbors (1867) – 
an example of the new, more spatially specific and vibrantly colorful ethnographic maps produced 
after 1860. 
 
 
 By the middle of the 1860s, a new type of ethnographic map began to appear – 
one that was clearer, more certain of its ability to objectively reflect conditions as they 
existed in reality and that was also perceived as a device that could serve as a basis for 
the reordering of European politics.  The word “attempt” began to fall from cartographic 
titles and descriptions, while the long narrative justifications that had accompanied such 
                                               
53
 The word “accurate” is placed in quotation marks to show that I am using it as a reflection of 
contemporary perceptions of map-making, not as an assertion that these maps were true reflections of 
reality 
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studies also disappeared.54  Maps could now stand on their own implicit authority or 
could rely on brief accompanying statistical annexes to underwrite their claims.  The 
introduction of new techniques of representation also enhanced their potential as a form 
of visual communication, enabling map-makers to make more pronounced demarcations 
of the boundary lines between national groups through stronger color contrasts.  
Cartographers also began to focus more diligently on the inward composition of nations, 
vibrantly bringing attention to the exact locations of pockets of minority groups within 
the national corpus.55  Finally, the state itself also became involved in the preparation and 
publication of ethnographic maps, stamping this genre as an object endowed with 
scientific legitimacy. 
 Three main developments were responsible for this transformation, the first of 
which was the growing sense of certainty associated with statistical science.  As we saw 
in chapter II, the process of institutional and methodological modernization affected by 
men like Engel and Böckh had increased confidence in demographers’ ability to precisely 
measure and spatially locate nationality.  As a result, numbers began to gradually replace 
philological studies as the primary data sources used to create ethnographic maps, 
providing them with an ostensibly objective and empirical foundation.  As noted above, 
this trend could already be seen in the early works of Peter Keppen and Carl von 
Czoernig, and it would continue in the new generation of ethnographic maps such as 
Richard Böckh’s Linguistic Map of the Prussian State according to the Census of the 
Year 1861 or the linguistic and religious maps prepared by August Meitzen for his The 
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Soil and the Agricultural Relationships of the Prussian State (1869).56  Additional maps 
based on census data also began to appear in private professional journals such as the 
Petermanns Mitteilungen and Globus.57 
 Contributing to this merger of statistics and cartography was the growing interest 
within the statistical community itself in the graphic representation of information.  Here 
the World’s Fairs in London (1851, 1862), Paris (1855, 1867) and Vienna (1873) played 
a key role, forcing demographers to think about how best to present their data to the 
general public.58  The presentation of Czoernig’s Ethnographic Map of the Austrian 
Monarchy at the 1855 Parisian exhibition proved to be a particularly stimulating event, 
providing a testament to the role maps could play in popularizing knowledge.59  As a 
result, discussions began at the 1857 International Statistical Conference in Vienna over 
common experiences and approaches to this problem.60  At the 1869 conference at the 
Hague, a general discussion on this topic took place featuring such statistical luminaries 
as Quetelet, Adolf Ficker, Engel and von Mayr, which in addition to producing a number 
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of calls for the standardization of cartographic methods and practice also passed a 
resolution stating that: 
The Congress, considering that the graphical method is very suitable for instruction and 
popularization of statistical knowledge, expresses the wish that important official statistical  
reports be accompanied by maps and diagrams.61 
 
Five years later in St. Petersburg this push to make maps as comparable to one another as 
the statistics they were based on continued, though no uniform standard was ever agreed 
upon.62   
 This push to map statistical information did not occur only within the professional 
statistical establishment, but led to a series of collaborations and close friendships 
between some of the major demographers and cartographers previously examined in this 
dissertation.  As early as 1859, for example, the mutual interest in the measurement and 
location of the German nation led Richard Böckh and Heinrich Berghaus to begin an 
information swap, with the former supplying data about national belonging in Prussia’s 
eastern provinces to the latter in exchange for an update on conditions in Alsace (the 
French did not collect data about language use, meaning statistical investigations could 
only be done through personal observation).63  A similar relationship existed between 
Böckh and Kiepert, who in 1861 began a series of ethnological research trips together 
along the Franco-German border in Alsace.64  This partnership eventually led to the 
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publication of several maps, including the timely Historical Map of Alsace and Lorraine 
with an Overview of Territorial Changes in the 17th and 18th Centuries (1870).65 
 Paralleling this increasing individual interest in the power of cartography to 
represent statistical phenomena was a second major development that helped make maps 
more believable – the growth of state institutions.  Here the expansion of the statistical 
bureaus was obviously an important factor, enabling the collection and processing of 
massive amounts of data related to nationality that were then used as the sources for 
ethnographic maps.66  These offices also commissioned the preparation of ethnographic 
maps, such as the aforementioned efforts by Böckh and Meitzen.67  Yet from a graphic 
standpoint, the state also played a key role in enhancing this credibility, leading the effort 
to create accurate topographic maps which then served as the visual foundation for 
thematic maps.68 
 Like the evolution of the statistical bureaus, the history of state-sponsored 
cartography was also marked by a steady movement from small and somewhat haphazard 
efforts towards increasing professionalization and bureaucratization.  The first impulses 
towards developing accurate topographic maps were heavily tied to military necessity, 
first for the planning of local defenses and then later in the eighteenth century to facilitate 
the logistical movements of armies.69  These surveys were generally carried out by 
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professional engineers attached to the army and were based upon their personal empirical 
observations.70  Around the same time period, the utility of accurate topographical maps 
also became apparent to administrators in France and Britain, leading to a series of 
royally financed projects designed to comprehensively map the kingdom.  In France this 
was carried out largely under the direction of the Cassini family (who were all 
astronomers by profession), while in Britain Major General William Roy (an army 
engineer) took the lead role.71  By the latter half of the eighteenth century most European 
states had undertaken similar projects, enabling cartographers to create a general picture 
of the state with its borders depicted in spatially certain terms.72 
 What was useful from an administrative standpoint for the late absolutist 
statesman, however, did not necessarily carry the same value when pressed into military 
service – a fact that rapidly became apparent during the Napoleonic wars.  Simply put, 
maps like Cassini’s were not drawn in a small enough scale (1:86,400) to be tactically 
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useful and lacked detailed topographical information about the physical landscape.73  In 
response, a pan-European reshuffling of the agents and agencies responsible for mapping 
occurred, which on the average concluded in the 1830s with the organization of a 
professional cartographic service under the aegis of the army’s General Staff.74  These 
new topographical departments enjoyed considerably greater resources than their 
eighteenth century predecessors, and as a result experienced a similar pattern of growth 
as their statistical counterparts.  In Austria, for example, the newly organized Army 
Geographical Institute (1839) began with a permanent staff of seventy employees, which 
by 1881 would grow to more than seven hundred.  It was also responsible for the 
assembly and publication of new cartographic information, producing more than twenty 
million copies of maps between 1841 and 1873.75 
Equipped with more engineers and a larger budget, the new cartographic offices 
began a second wave of topographical mappings that were carried out with greater 
precision and on a smaller scale (the 1853 International Statistical Congress 
recommended a scale of 1:2500, which eventually became the international standard).76  
The Austrian Army Geographical Institute, for example, finished its initial trigonometric 
project in 1842, only to subsequently begin new, more detailed surveys in 1848 and 1863.  
Similarly, the French worked on a new geodesic grid from 1818 to 1827, completed a 
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second and tertiary set of trigonometric surveys by 1845 and performed a comprehensive 
mapping of landform details by 1866.77  The result of all this cartographic activity 
was the production of a 
more accurate and 
locally specific base map 
that could serve as the 
reference points for 
statistical projections.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data collected about language usage could be broken down by administrative 
district and made to correspond visually to these same boundaries on the map.  The 
suggestive nature of early ethnographic maps like Bernhardi’s (shown on above in figure 
3.16) was replaced with jurisdictional specificity, so that one could see precisely which 
towns or boroughs belonged to which national group.  Here Czoernig’s map (figure 3.17, 
below) was once again the pathbreaker in showcasing the power of statistical and 
cartographic cooperation – a partnership that made Austria Europe’s leader in statistical 
cartography by the middle of the nineteenth century.78 
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Figure 3.16: an inset of Bernhardi's Linguistic Map of Germany (1849)  
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Figure 3.17: an inset of the Banat taken from Czoernig's Ethnographic Map of the Austrian Monarchy 
(1857).  Note the improved specificity of the application of color - a feat achieved by the transition to 
lithography. 
 
Other countries – particularly Prussia – soon followed this lead, so that by the 1860s 
demographers like Böckh could begin to show the internal national relationships in a way 
that was authoritative and spatially specific.79 
 Finally, improvements in the technology of representation also played a key role 
in making ethnographic maps look more certain, led foremost by the development of 
chromolithography.  Invented at the close of the eighteenth century by the Bavarian Alois 
Senefelder, this form of printing was based on a chemical rather than an intaglio 
(engraving) method and enabled cartographers to use color more freely on their maps.  
The process began by tracing lines with a grease pencil on a smooth block of limestone 
(or later zinc), after which all areas to be left blank were moistened.  The stone was then 
rolled over with an oil-based ink, which stuck to the grease marks but was repelled by the 
                                                                                                                                            
gradisca (mit Einschluss von Aquileja): Geographisch-statistisch-historisch dargestellt (Vienna: k.-k. Hof- 
und Staatsdruckerei, 1873) 
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water.  The stone was then pressed upon a sheet of paper, producing a high quality image 
that did not demand anywhere near the time or cost required for copper engraving.80  By 
the 1820s the first colored lithographic maps began to appear on the market, with as 
many as eighty lithographic presses operating in Paris by 1845.81 
 Despite some publishers’ early enthusiasm for the lithographic method, however, 
both technological and cultural barriers prevented its widespread adaptation before the 
late 1850s.  To begin with, the practice of printing was not nearly as straightforward as its 
theoretical basis, which Senefelder had laid out in his 1818 handbook.82  Lines drawn in 
wax were not as stable as their copper-based competitors and tended to fade relatively 
quickly.  Nor was it easy to draw on the polished stone surfaces.  Printing in multiple 
colors also presented challenges, particularly with the registration of plates.  Each stone 
could only print one ink at a time, and the manual process of alignment tended to lead to 
errors and overlap between colors.  Finally, the oil-based ink was much thicker than the 
watercolors used by hand printing, with the result that they sometimes obscured the 
underlying detail.  For all these reasons, then, color printing of maps before mid-century 
was limited, and when it did take place, was generally restricted to shading.  Thus 
                                               
80
 For a detailed description of this process, see the entry for “Lithorgaphie” in Kretschmer et al, Lexikon 
zur Geschichte der Kartographie, pp. 451 ff.; Walter W. Ristow, “Lithography and Maps, 1796-1850” in 
David Woodward, ed., Five Centuries of Map Printing (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975), pp. 
77-79 
81
 Despite its Bavarian origins, the French tended to embrace lithographic printing much earlier than either 
the Germans or the English.  Ibid, pp. 78-102 
82
 Alois Senefelder, Vollständiges Lehrbuch der Steindruckerey.  Belegt mit den nöthigen Musterblättern, 
nebst einer vorangehenden ausführlichen Geschichte dieser Kunst (Munich: K. Thienemann, 1818).  It was 
translated the following year into both French and English, and became a major factor in the spread of 
lithographic technology. 
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although the Austrian Army Geographical Institute established its first lithographic press 
as early as 1826, it did not begin color printing of lines on maps until 1845.83 
 By the middle of the nineteenth century, however, several factors began to make 
the printing of lithographic colored map more appealing.  On the one hand, there was a 
surge in demand for thematic maps linked directly to industrialization, which required 
map makers to represent data (class, sanitary conditions, industrial production) in areal 
rather than linear terms.  Here color variation and shading proved the most effective 
methods.  The industrial revolution also affected the production side of cartography, with 
the introduction of steam powered mechanical presses largely solving the problem of 
registry that had made the printing of multiple colors so difficult.  The invention of a 
rotary press in 1846 by the American Richard M. Hoe also increased the economic 
feasibility of lithographic printing, increasing the number of prints that could be made per 
hour six fold.84  By the mid 1850s the cost of dyes also began to decrease, as synthetic 
variants began to replace their natural counterparts.  Finally, a new process known as 
autographic transfer was developed, which allowed graphic designs to be drawn on a 
separate sheet of paper and then chemically transferred onto the lithographic block rather 
than engraved on the stone itself.  Image production became faster, less costly and thus 
more popular, with the result that by the 1860s color had become a key element for the 
graphic representation of statistical phenomena.85 
With respect to ethnographic maps, this turn towards the greater use and 
application of color generated images that seemed more certain about the location of 
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nationality.  Bright color contrasts highlighted the lines of difference between national 
communities while also eliminating the problem of variation, i.e. the random drops or 
fluctuations of color that had characterized the hand-painted maps of a Bernhardi or 
Berghaus.  National identity appeared as a clear, unambiguous and spatially definable 
entity, which could be systematically measured and authoritatively located on the map. 
 
Figure 3.18: an inset map of Bohemia taken from Heinrich Kiepert's Peoples and Languages Map of 
Germany and its Neighbors (1867).  Note the solid application of color to areas like Budweis, Prague 
and the Sudetenland, as well as the stronger color contrasts as compared to Berghaus’ maps. 
 
Like some of the statistical survey examined in the previous chapter, an 
ideological element was also present in these works, showing Germans an image of the 
world that conformed to their philosophical expectations.  By representing national 
belonging in solid blocks cartographers were able to create an image of internal 
homogeneity, eliminating a whole host of complicating categories that had inhibited the 
transition to a democratic-national world.  Class, confession and regional affinities as 
well as the presence of the nationally indifferent fell from view, replaced by a single 
 170 
category of equally loyal and patriotic members of the nation.  The problematic 
relationship between territory and national belonging that had so perplexed the delegates 
of the Frankfurt National assembly in 1848 was also done away with, as minority 
communities either disappeared (especially in cities) or were given the illusion of 
hegemony in a particular space, thus authorizing them to claim certain cultural and 
political rights under the so-called nationality principle.  Finally, the use of bright colors 
also helped highlight the existence of German diasporic communities in places like the 
Banat and the Siebenbürgen, confirming their continued membership in the general 
German cultural community.  This characteristic would make them particularly appealing 
to cultural nationalist in the years after the foundation of the national state, providing 
visual evidence that unification was still incomplete. 
 
Conclusion: the Triumph of the Ethnographic Map 
 
In 1843, Karl Bernhardi had tried to make a scientific map of Germany, to inspire 
patriots by making the exact contours of the nation visible.  Yet when delegates gathered 
in Frankfurt just a few years later to make that dream into a political reality, little 
consideration was given to his work as a realistic blueprint for the construction of the 
national state.  With its rough lines and methodological shortcomings, it was seen more 
as an aesthetically pleasing approximation rather than a scientific document that could 
serve as the basis for political administration.  Just twenty-two short years later, fortune 
would once again present German patriots with the opportunity to remake the nation’s 
political boundaries through the outbreak of war with France.  This time they would be 
ready, equipped with scientifically authoritative and visually compelling ethnographic 
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maps that would serve as the foundation of the reconstruction of the Franco-German 
border.  This time Richard Böckh and Heinrich Kiepert would succeed where Bernhardi 
had failed. 
Böckh and Kiepert’s interest in the Franco-German border was no instance of 
imperial opportunism brought on by the onset of war, but was the product of two decades 
of work to try to pinpoint the exact location of the language frontier.  As we have seen, 
Böckh had turned to Heinrich Berghaus for information on conditions in Alsace as far 
back as 1859, and Kiepert had occasionally produced local ethnographic maps of this 
area since 1848.86  When hostilities broke out in 1870, the two men were quick to 
appreciate the potential of the moment.87  By August, they had put together an 
ethnographic-administrative map of the territory (figure 3.19, below), the results of which 
they would ultimately present to the provisional government in Nancy as a model for the 
future Franco-German border.88  The two would surface again in the story of the 
annexation several weeks later during the peace negotiations, this time writing to 
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Bismarck to demand the further inclusion of several villages near Thionville 
(Diedenhofen) and the Canton of Shirmeck in the peace settlement, “so that” they wrote, 
“the word of the King would remain true: not a single village should be lost for 
Germany!” 89  In the end, their efforts were successful and the named villages were 
exchanged for some strategically valuable German occupied territory near Belfort.90 
 
Figure 3.19: a section of the published version of Böckh and Kiepert 's nationality map, found in the 
pages of the Zeitschrift der Gesellschaft für Erdkunde zu Berlin (1874) 
 
Böckh and Kiepert’s participation in the annexation of Alsace marked a 
watershed in the history of European nationalism, proving to be the transitional moment 
when the speculative-philosophical thinking about the location of national boundaries 
was surpassed by one anchored in statistical and cartographic science.  As we have seen, 
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the attempt to perform such measurements was not unknown before 1871.  But it was the 
role played here by the state in using statistical projections as the basis for the peace 
settlement that established its complete legitimacy – not only as an objective and accurate 
scientific process but more importantly its validity as a foundation for the establishment 
of political order.  The annexation confirmed for many nationalists the principle that the 
state should conform to the geographic boundaries of the nation, not other way around.  
Furthermore, it taught them that statistical science could serve as their guide to finding 
and measuring these proper boundaries – projections which could then be used to revise 
the political map of Europe.91 
Obviously in doing this, the state was playing with fire.  For in essentially 
accepting the idea that politics could practically be based on statistical projections about 
nationality, it opened the door to expectations about future changes – which in the 
German case would primarily be understood in terms of expansion.92  For if ethnographic 
maps and statistics could be used to establish the true Franco-German border, then why 
not follow the same process to bring order to the contested areas of the Polish east or the 
multinational chaos of the Austrian Empire?  This belief in the power of statistical 
science to locate the true boundaries of the nation – which theoretically could then be 
used to realize the liberal dream of a world in which political and cultural forms of 
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belonging were exactly congruent – would play a major role in driving the ‘radicalism’ of 
the next generation of nationalist activists. 
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“For no nation is it more important than for the German to categorically identify the community 
(Gemeinschaft) of all its members and to demand their general recognition (by foreign states).” 
- Richard Böckh (1869)1 
 
“The German Empire is neither a ‘German’ Empire, nor is it ‘the’ German Empire.  In the German Reich of 
today, 4 million non-Germans live next to the 47 million Germans, while outside of the black-white-red 
border-posts (Grenzpfähle) still live 21 million Germans in just Europe alone…it is therefore necessary for 
us German without further qualification to affect a political evolution in the direction of the establishment 
of congruence between the linguistic domain (Sprachgebiet) and the territory of the state (Staatsgebiet).” 
-Pan-German leader Ernst Hasse (1895) 2 
 
“In the movements from one census result to the next we can determine the success or failure in the 
national efforts of each decade…and (view) the changes in the territory and relative strength of each 
nation.”  - Heinrich Rauchberg (1905)3 
 
IV. Radical Germans:  
Demography and Nationalism, 1880-1914 
 
 
Figure 4.1: “Germandom in Europe and the East,” taken from Paul Langhans, Justus Perthes' 
Alldeutscher Atlas, 3rd edition (1905) 
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 In 1900, the Justus Perthes publishing house at Gotha issued the Pan-German 
Atlas for one Mark – a collection of ethnographic maps and statistical tables compiled by 
the nationalist demographer and Pan-German League member Paul Langhans.4  In its 
pages the culturally conceived body of the German nation (i.e. the Kulturnation) came to 
life, brought out by the vivid color contrast between the ‘German’ people and their 
various neighbors.5  Within the eastern territories of the German Empire, pink ‘Germans’ 
lay next to green ‘Poles’, clearly displaying the lines of national difference that cut across 
the Kaiserreich.  Diaspora German communities in places like the Siebenbürgen also 
stood out, surrounded by the light blue ocean of ‘Romanians’ that threatened to engulf 
them.  In Switzerland, a blue wave of ‘Italians’ pressed into the traditional German areas 
of the Tyrol, while in Flemish Belgium the pink wall of ‘Germans’ held the purple 
‘French’ at bay (as we have seen, the Flemish were often counted as a variant of German 
in nationality studies).  Finally, the populations of England and the Scandinavian 
countries stood nearby in a friendly shade of pink, emphasizing their common historical 
and linguistic ties to Germany. 
 Langhans’ atlas was well received, both inside and outside of the pan-Germanic 
audience it was nominally aimed at.  Ernst Hasse, the Pan-Germans’ leader and 
extraordinary professor of statistics at Leipzig (who therefore knew a thing or two about 
demography), was so impressed by its contents that he not only suggested that each 
member of his organization purchase it, but also urged them to buy additional copies for 
local libraries and middle school teachers, so that “pan-Germanic opinions would be 
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spread among the youth.”6  Other nationalist pressure groups also endorsed it, including 
the German Language Society and the Colonial Society.7  Yet it also found a warm 
reception in the professional German educational and geographical establishments as 
well, with the reviewer for the Berlin Society for Geography calling it a “very valuable“ 
work that he hoped “would find the widest possible circulation.”8  As a supposedly 
scientific survey of the location of global German belonging it even found its way onto 
reading recommendation lists for organizations as varied as the Berlin Society of 
Merchants, the German Association for Surveying and the Association for Military 
Science, and it was also included along with Böckh’s The Number of the German People 
and their Linguistic Domain in the States of Europe (1869) in the entry for “German 
People” (Deutsches Volk) in the sixth edition of the popular Meyers Konversation-
Lexikon encyclopedia series (1903).9 
 Unfortunately for Langhans, however, events would conspire to reverse this initial 
enthusiasm and high regard.  Seen through the lens of two world wars, both the author 
and his work have been read historiographically as examples of the “extreme 
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nationalism” that helped pave the way for Social Darwinism and Nazi imperialism.10  
Langhans is generally portrayed as a “radical nationalist politician,” whose cartographic 
objectivity was compromised by his ideological zeal for the German cause.11  These 
characterizations were particularly prevalent within the writing of East German scholars 
such as Franz Köhler, who went so far as to accuse Langhans of “being conscious of 
spreading mistrust between peoples” and of “betraying the ideals of the German 
enlightenment” through his work.12  Indeed, so strong was this effort to disassociate 
Langhans from the Perthes firm after the war that his portrait was symbolically removed 
from its “Hall of the Forefathers” and hidden in its archive (meanwhile his coworker and 
contemporary equal Hermann Haack had his name incorporated into the firm’s 1954 re-
founding when it became known as the VEB Hermann Haack Geographisch-
Kartographische Anstalt Gotha).13 
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 The point in recounting the historical reception of Langhans is neither to defend 
his work as scientifically legitimate, nor to underscore its obvious connections to 
Wilhelmine hypernationalism or even National Socialism; rather, I want here to show the 
linkage between the two.  For it was the scientifically-based credibility of Langhans’ 
projections that enabled their radicality, making them seem like a reasonable basis for the 
reordering of European politics.  At the time of its publication, Langhans’ Atlas 
illustrated the height of demographic and cartographic achievement, basing its 
projections on the authority of the latest census data and deploying the latest lithographic 
techniques of representation to spatially identify the geographic domain of each nation on 
the map.  The result was the production of a believable picture of nationality in Europe, 
used, for example, by the British historian Arnold Toynbee as a central reference for his 
book Nationality and the War (1915).14  And yet it was also a deeply ideological product 
that laid imperial claims to territory far beyond the borders of the contemporary German 
state.  In essence, it proposed a radical political program of German expansion in central 
Europe, which not coincidentally would largely anticipate later Nazi claims to Austria, 
the Sudetenland and parts of Poland.  Simply put, then, the science of demography as 
normatively practiced by Langhans went hand in hand with radicalization of nationalism 
at the end of the nineteenth century. 
 This chapter explores the continuities and ruptures between the “liberal” 
generation of statisticians and cartographers as represented by Böckh, Engel, Czoernig, 
Kiepert, von Mayr and the International Statistical Conferences and the generation of 
“radical” nationalists that followed.  I argue that the basic tenets of demographic science 
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remained largely the same between 1870 and 1900, with the Hasses and Langhans of the 
world employing largely the same set of methodologies and practices developed by their 
mid-nineteenth century predecessors.  As we will see, even the language of demographic 
studies and ethnographic reports that seemed so colonial and overheated in the 1900s had 
their origins in earlier works dating as far back as the 1840s.   
Yet there were structural changes as well, which helped transform demographic 
analysis from a useful tool for the reconstruction of politics in moments of breakdown 
into powerful ideological weapons that could be used to conceptually overturn the 
existing political order.  Whereas Böckh and Kiepert’s participation in the annexation of 
Alsace had been contingent upon the outbreak of war and the collapse of the French 
government, by the end of the century the work of patriotic demographers like Langhans 
would make it possible for activists to carryout nationality struggles on a daily basis 
along the language frontiers of Europe.  Given a sense of urgency by the spread of Social 
Darwinism, racial theory and the increasingly bellicose atmosphere caused by 
globalization and imperial competition, this new generation of “radical” nationalists saw 
no reason to wait for formal moments of political reconstruction to participate in 
nationality struggles, understanding that one way or another the formal dimension of 
European politics would eventually conform to cultural-national geographies. 
The first of these changes can be described as one of location.  Mirroring a larger 
trend in both politics and the social sciences, we will see how studies of nationality were 
democratized over the latter quarter of the nineteenth century – moved from the formal 
domain of the state statistical bureaus to professional and academic journals in the public 
sphere.  This is not to suggest that this new generation was comprised of dilettantes or to 
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question the ‘scientific’ foundations of their work – as we will see many of these private 
demographers actually possessed formal training in statistics or ethnology – but rather to 
note that once freed from the institutional framework of the state they were no longer 
limited in the questions they could ask or the conclusions they could draw.  They could 
highlight nationality tensions in Bohemia to the consternation of Austro-Hungarian 
authorities or use the continued existence of national minorities within the German 
Empire to undermine its claim to have completed German unification.15 
The second transformation was one of vision, driven by changes to the way in 
which data related to nationality was reported by the state statistical bureaus after 1880.  
Now framed in increasingly spatially specific terms, these new reports enabled 
demographers to examine nationality at the level of the county or town rather than by 
province.  Individual communities could therefore be isolated and assigned to a particular 
group’s national territory, lining the proverbial playing field for nationality conflict.  
Activists could literally see exactly where their supposed strengths and weaknesses lay, 
assigning scare resources to combat the perceived advanced of the opposing group or to 
shore up their own minority pockets (Sprachinseln) in enemy territory.  They could also 
look at the movement of the language frontier over time, giving them a powerful device 
for measuring their own successes and failures (as a rule they tended to claim success, 
reinforcing their own self-images as white knights protecting their poorer kinsmen).  In 
short, this new way of seeing transformed the abstract ethnic-nationalist worldview into 
an actionable political and cultural program. 
 Before moving on to the chapter itself, a few words of clarification are necessary 
regarding my usage of the word “radical” in connection with German nationalism.  Here I 
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am loosely borrowing from Geoff Eley, using it as an umbrella term to describe the 
reconstruction of nationalist political organization in the late imperial era, particularly 
through the creation of right-leaning pressure groups such as the German School 
Association or the Pan-German League that by the start of the twentieth century had 
turned against the Imperial Government. 16  It is not my intention to link this “radicalism” 
to the adaptation of any specific ideological principle, be it anti-Semitism, Social 
Darwinism, the biologicization of the nation, etc.17   The German “right” in imperial era, 
after all, was never a solid ideological block with a uniform program, but rather as Uwe 
Puschner has described it was a “Sammelbewegung” or composite of many different 
ideas and opinions that coalesced politically and socially around the common purpose of 
working together for the national good.18 
 
Demography and Location, 1870-1890 
As we saw at the end of chapter III Richard Böckh and Heinrich Kiepert’s 
presentation of their ethnographic-administrative map to the provisional government of 
Alsace marked a highpoint in the collaboration between demographers and the political 
authorities they nominally served under.  Bismarck and the German states received a 
‘scientific’ justification for the annexation of French territory, in turn providing a model 
for how statistics and cartography could be used to translate liberal desires for national 
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2001) 
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unity into a realistic program of political action.  This alliance, however, was to be short 
lived.  With unification came a process of bureaucratic centralization, which when 
combined with the more conservative approach of the federal government towards 
nationality under Bismarck would limit the ability of men like Böckh and Engel to use 
the statistical bureaus as bases for these investigations.  Questions about language would 
be taken off the census during the third quarter of the nineteenth century, leaving patriotic 
demographers without the reliable source of data needed for their projections and 
analyzes.  As a result, the central location for the study of nationality would move beyond 
the institutional space of the state statistical bureaus into private organizations. 
The primary cause of this development was the reorganization and bureaucratic 
centralization of the statistical bureaus immediately after the Franco-Prussian war.  Here 
the informal effort to standardize the process of census-taking within the loose 
framework of the Zollverein was replaced by a formal structure, culminating in the 
foundation of the Imperial Statistical Bureau in 1872.19  This office assumed 
responsibility for the coordination of all government sponsored statistical surveys dealing 
with the Empire-wide collection of data, including the preparation of the census (though 
the local state bureaus would continue to carry out and process the results of the actual 
countings).20  Reflecting the federal nature of the new state, however, authority for the 
conduct of the census itself was placed with the Federal Council (Bundesrat), which 
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authorized each respective effort by executive decision (no general law was ever passed 
sanctioning the census, in marked contrast to the American Constitution of 1790).21  In 
this sense, each counting was actually a unique event, based upon recommendations 
made by an informal gathering of leading statisticians held shortly before each census 
was to be conducted.22 
The result of this bureaucratic reorganization was a partial loss of independence 
by the state-level directors, whose censuses were now determined more by the opinion of 
their colleagues and the will of the federal government than by their own personal visions 
about what categories were most appropriate and necessary to measure.  Certain 
categories remained somewhat controversial, leading to their potential exclusion.  The 
preliminary council of 1875, for example, debated the idea of replacing the question 
about citizenship with one on place of birth, with director Dieppe of Mecklenburg-
Schwerin arguing that the latter was the most reliable marker of nationality and that it 
was needed to replace the “equally doubtful as well as easily changeable (category) of 
citizenship.”  However, he was outvoted and the question about citizenship remained.23  
For Engel, of course, language spoken was the key sign of national belonging, leading to 
his own efforts to have a query about Mutterspache placed back on the census.  Shortly 
before the 1880 counting he presented a draft to the statistical committee that was 
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endorsed by the Prussian Minister of the Interior von Eulenberg, though this too was 
voted down.24 
Of course, these debates not only played out based on purely scientific or 
administrative considerations, but were also subject to political influence as well.  The 
measurement of religious affiliation, for example, naturally raised some concerns during 
the height of the Kulturkampf about its effect on Catholics, leading some statisticians to 
argue for its removal “on political grounds.”25  The relationship between language and 
nationality was another thorny issue, with some demographers undoubtedly voting to 
keep such questions off the census out of concern that it might undermine the loyalty of 
linguistic minorities such as the Prussian Poles of Danes to the new national state.  
Morgane Labbé has also speculated that Bismarck played a role in this development, 
trying to minimize organized resistance to his anti-Polish policies.26  Statistics related to 
the condition of the working classes also became taboo in the 1870s as the imperial 
government began to repress the nascent socialist movement.27  Finally, it is worth noting 
that the prospect of political interference in the day to day operations of the statistical 
bureaus was quite real, with Engel actually being forced to resign in 1882 due to 
criticisms he made of Bismarck’s handling of grain tariffs. 28 
To the south in Austria the general conditions surrounding the collection of 
demographic data were similar, with the third quarter of the nineteenth century marked 
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by the state’s decision not to collect statistical data about language use.  Like Prussia, the 
Austrian census bureau had also undergone a process of modernization and centralization 
in the 1860s, resulting in the formation of a central statistical council responsible for the 
organization of the census (1863).  Building on the previous efforts of Czoernig, they 
considered including a question about language for administrative purposes on the census 
of 1869, but backed off due to the surge of nationalist sentiment experienced in the wake 
of the defeat at Königgrätz and the reorganization of the Austrian monarchy.  Adolf 
Ficker – who by the late 1860s had succeeded Czoernig as Austria’s leading statistician 
and who rejected the idea that language could be used to measure nationality on the 
census – was particularly concerned about the possible conflation of the two terms, which 
he felt would compromise the scientific legitimacy of the results.29  Consequently, 
demographers interested in mapping nationality relations in Austria were also left without 
a reliable source of statistical data for more than two decades.30 
As a result of this politicization of the statistical bureaus, empirical social research 
in Germany became partly privatized.31  The state statistical bureaus continued to collect 
basic population and economic data, but momentum for innovative statistical 
investigations passed to private organizations such as the Association for Social Politics 
(Verein für Sozialpolitik).  Founded partly as a political pressure group to counter the 
influence of the Manchester economists (who had access to political parties, the press and 
controlled the Congress of German Economists), by the 1880s it had emerged as “the 
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center of survey research in Germany,” working on issues as varied as working 
conditions in rural agriculture, the impact of inner-colonization, the frequency and cause 
of housing shortages, the availability and cost of health insurance, the educational level 
of German administrative officials and the effect of trade upon prices.32  Here social 
research on sensitive political questions could be carried out without governmental 
interference or retribution. 
For the study of nationality a similar process of privatization took place after 
1870, with geographic associations and journals such as Petermanns Mitteilungen, 
Globus, and the Journal for the Berlin Society for Geography (Zeitschrift der 
Gesellschaft für Erdkunde zu Berlin) taking the lead role in financially supporting and 
publishing these efforts.  To win data for such investigations demographers pursued a 
number of strategies that were not dependent on either the Austrian or German federal 
governments or their statistical bureaus.  The most basic tactic, of course, was simply to 
use information about language usage published by other states such as Italy or 
Switzerland.33  Demographers also continued to conduct personal investigations of 
localities, similar in nature the type of regional mapping carried out by Böckh and 
Kiepert in Alsace.34  Finally, they also turned to other government institutions such as the 
school, the army and land registers, which could often be persuaded to conduct limited 
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surveys of their respective populations.35  It is important to note, however, that these 
strategies were seen mostly as temporary fixes – estimations that were subject to the same 
sorts of criticisms seen in ethnographic studies from the 1840s.  To win a truly accurate 
and believable map of nationality required the reinstitution of questions about language 
on the census. 
 In 1880 political pressures asserted by the nascent nationalist movements and the 
growing conviction within the international statistical community of the necessity of 
measuring language (as expressed in the resolutions of the St. Petersburg Statistical 
Conference) led to a reimplementation of this question on the censuses of the Dual 
Monarchy.36  In Austria the central statistical committee decided to phrase this in terms 
of “the language of everyday use” (Umgangssprache), while its Hungarian counterpart 
decided to sample “mother-tongue” (Hungary had won an autonomous statistical 
department as part of the establishment of the dual monarchy in 1867).37  Ten years later 
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the fall of Bismarck enabled demographers in the German Empire to follow suit, placing 
a question about Muttersprache back on the Prussian census.  In 1900 they would 
successfully convince the Bundesrat and the statistical council to do the same for all 
German states. 38  After nearly three decades in the proverbial wilderness, German 
demographers once again gained access to a reliable and comprehensive source of data 
about language usage. 
Efforts to analyze the flood of new numbers followed quickly upon their 
publication, both inside and outside of the institutional framework of the state statistical 
bureaus.  In the case of the former, there was a considerable initial curiosity regarding the 
amount of change between the older data and the more recent results, leading to a series 
of comparative investigations in the official statistical journals.  In the pages of the 
Austrian Statistische Monatschrift, for example, Gustav Schimmer compared the results 
of the 1880 census against Czoernig’s 1846 data (the basis of his Ethnography of the 
Austrian Monarchy), noting the amount of change between linguistic-national groups for 
each province.39  Germans, he found, were advancing at the cost of the Slovenes in the 
Steiermark (+4%), had experienced little change in Krain or Kärnten and were being 
rapidly overcome by an influx of Italians into the city of Triest.40  Where possible, he also 
broke ethnic relations down by municipality, showing ethnographic movement in the 
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most spatially certain terms possible.  Thus the results from Bohemia that showed only a 
relatively minor 0.44% decline in the total number of Germans were picked apart to 
reveal a much broader process of Czechization underway in certain localities.  According 
to Schimmer, for example, the number of Czechs had increased in 41 of Prague’s 48 
districts, implying a growing political power won at the expense of the local German 
community there.41   
 
Figure 4.2: Comparative Table of 1880 Census Results by District taken from G.A. Schimmer's "The 
Indigenous Population of Austria accord to Language of Everyday Use" (1882).  The lefthand 
column displays estimated results from Ficker’s The Tribes (Völkerstämme) of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy (1869), the right results from 1880.  When put together, the table indicates that a surge of 
Czech belonging has taken place in certain Bohemian towns and districts. 
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Schimmer was not alone in conducting such analyzes.42  The 1880 census in 
Hungary was followed by a similar effort by Karl Keleti, while in 1893 the Royal 
Prussian Statistical Bureau’s Arthur Freiherr von Fircks attempted to determine the 
“Prussian Population according to Mother-tongue and Descent.”43  These investigations 
not only compared recent results to previous surveys on language performed by Engel, 
Brämer and the Royal Prussian Statistical Bureau in the 1860s and 1870s, but also used 
the new technology of the Zählungskarte to combine statistical variables together to 
produce more “accurate” results.  Thus von Fircks could subtract the number of 
individuals listing Judaism as their religion from all other language groups in order to get 
an idea of what the Prussian population looked like in terms of their ethnic heritage 
(Abstammung) – a category not directly measured by the census.44  Statistical data on 
language use could also be crossed with that of age, sex or religion, giving demographers 
potential clues about emerging trends.  In 1911 Max Broesike’s investigation of Prussian 
Danes, for example (below, figure 4.3), revealed that Germans were “richer in children” 
(kinderreicher) than their Danish competitors and that the Frisian population was 
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becoming increasing female (a development which Broesike attributed to the 
“emigration” of Frisian men abroad).45 
 
Figure 4.3: One of four ethno-linguistic maps that accompanied Max Broesike's article “the Prussian 
Danes” in the pages of the Prussian Statistical Bureau’s main journal (1911).  Areas of German 
dominance (96% or more) are shown in dark red, while “mixed” areas (less than 91.77%) are 
shaded. 
 
Yet by the mid-1880s private organizations and political activists would begin to 
conduct the lion’s share of these analyzes.  Relying on the same methodology as 
Schimmer, they broke down recent census results in various localities, spotting trends and 
identifying historical movement.  The previously mentioned (in chapter I) Central 
Commission for the Scientific Study of Germany’s Geography, for example, generously 
supported investigations of nationality in Bohemia (Ludwig Schlessinger, Nationality 
Relations in Bohemia, 1886) and Belgium (Karl Brämer, Nationality and Language in 
Belgium, 1887), incorporating them into its “Research on German Geography and 
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Ethnography” series (Forschugnen zur deutschen Landes- und Volkskunde).46  
Professional geographic and educational journals also served as primary points of 
distribution, publishing individual calculations and in some cases producing regionally 
specific ethnographic maps to accompany them.47  Not surprisingly, nationalist 
organizations also seized upon the potential uses of demographic studies, funding specific 
inquiries into their local regions.48 
Freed from the constraints of the official state statistical bureaus, these new 
studies began to drop the air of impartiality that characterized their “official” 
counterparts.  No longer concerned with purely administrative questions (who spoke what 
language in which district), they could be turned in a more explicit way towards internal 
political battles, underwriting claims for political power by nationalist groups.   As Gary 
Cohen has observed, demography and the numbers it produced gave weight to minority 
communities, providing them “with statistical ammunition for demanding representation 
and educational or judicial services from the state” in Austria.49  In Bohemia, for 
example, nationality statistics became the primary weapons used in the battle over the 
language of instruction in government-run schools.50  They could also be used to 
underwrite the narratives of victimization peddled by the various nationalist 
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organizations, showing threatened minority groups and areas of supposed national 
conflict.51 
While these private investigations were carried out without the official 
endorsement of the state, it is worth noting that it continued to help legitimate them – not 
only by setting precedents such as Schimmer’s or von Fircks’ articles – but also through 
indirect support as well.  Several of the key academic organizations involved in 
ethnographic mapping such as the Central Commission, for example, received financial 
assistance from the state, while some of the individuals who conducted such surveys were  
simultaneously employees of its statistical bureaus (thereby enhancing their 
authority/reputation as ‘scientists’).52  In addition, the directors of these offices often also 
assisted private research by giving demographers access to internal documents and 
census results, which were recorded in a more spatially specific manner than the data that 
was released to the general public.  Jacob Zimmerli, for example, was able to view the 
individual counting cards from the Swiss censuses 1870 and 1888, while Heinrich 
Rauchberg’s The National Territory of Bohemia (1905) was partially based on the 
internal statistical memos of the Austrian Royal and Imperial Central Statistical 
Commission 53 
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Thus by the end of the nineteenth century, demographers had not only regained 
the ground lost in the third quarter of the nineteenth century, but had even improved their 
position by freeing themselves of any institutional limits.  They could investigate the 
flows of nationality in any given region or municipality without fear of retribution or 
bureaucratic interference, using their analyses to bolster political claims that lay outside 
the state’s immediate interest (this was particularly the case in Bohemia, where German 
and Czech nationalists exploited the political weakness of the central government to 
further their own claims to power).54  At the same time, they also continued to enjoy the 
resources of the state, which after 1880 (1890 in Prussia) resumed collecting and 
publishing the large amounts of linguistic data demographers’ based their claims of 
authenticity upon.  In addition, the state also continued to indirectly support such studies, 
helping to further legitimize them in the eyes of the public.  Studies of nationality were 
taken as true reflections of reality, convincing scholars up to even the present day of the 
actuality of nationality conflict along the language frontier.55 
 
Demography, Method and Continuity, 1880-1914  
As had been the case in the 1840s, the surging public interest in studies of 
nationality experienced after 1880 was also driven by political developments – in 
particular the increasing democraticization and nationalization of politics.56  Here the 
expansion of the franchise, the growth of populist-nationalist political parties and the 
                                               
54
 King, Budweisers 
55
 See, for example, Mark Cornwall, “The Struggle on the Czech-German Language Border, 1880-1940,” 
English Historical Review 109. (1994), pp. 914-951 
56
 Here geographical and educational journals such as PGM, Globus, and the Journal of the Berlin Society 
for Geography played a major role, replacing statistical journals as the primary outlets for the publication 
of nationality studies 
 196 
legitimization of nationalist principles by the state via ethnographic redistricting (the 
Bohemian Compromise of 1890) and settlement programs (the Prussian 
Ansiedlungskommission) all played a role, helping to convince individuals that their own 
well-being was tied to the broader fate of their nation.  The spread of social Darwinist 
ideas and the increasing competition between colonial powers also contributed to this 
sentiment, adding a sense of urgency and seeming finality to ongoing nationality 
conflicts.57  Consequently, the perceived need to conduct nationality studies increased 
dramatically.  Yet rather than serving as a tool for projecting a longed-for sense of unity 
(as had been the case for Bernhardi’s generation), late nineteenth century demographic 
science would now be used diagnostically as a way of measuring the health of the 
national corpus. 
Leading this new surge in nationality mapping was a new group of German 
demographers and cartographers, including men like Ernst Hasse (1846-1908), Heinrich 
Rauchberg (1860-1938), Paul Langhans (1867-1952) and Johannes Zemmrich (1868-
1944) whose work combined professional interest and patriotic zeal.  Born mostly after 
the 1848 revolutions and in many cases too young even to remember unification, they 
saw themselves as the successors to the generation of Böckh and Kiepert – whose own 
proclivities had been to mix science and politics in the name of national activism.58  As 
they gazed upon the world at the close of the nineteenth century, this new generation saw 
the process of German national development as incomplete, hampered internally by the 
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persistent existence of disloyal minority communities (Poles, Danes, the French and 
Jews) and threatened externally by the advance of other nationalities in places like 
Bohemia, the Tyrol and Switzerland.59  Convinced of the need to locate and defend these 
diasporic German minority communities abroad and to measure the progress of 
Germanization within the borders of the German Empire, they turned to demography as a 
possible solution.  In addition, many became politically active as well, joining nationalist 
organizations such as the Pan-German League, German School Association and the 
Deutschbund – in many cases even occupying prominent leadership positions.60 
Despite the obvious influence politics had on their work, it would be a mistake, 
however, to view this group of German demographers as dilettantes, i.e. as men who 
merely appropriated the language of science in order to justify their ideologically-based 
fantasies of German superiority and expansion.61  Many possessed a formal academic or 
professional background in statistics or cartography, with some also occupying prominent 
institutional positions in these fields.  Hasse, for example, had studied under Engel in 
Berlin and in 1875 became head of the Leipzig municipal statistical bureau.  In 1885 he 
completed his habilitation in statistics at the University of Leipzig and the following year 
was named an extraordinary professor at the same. 62  Similarly, Rauchberg had won a 
position on the Austrian central statistical commission in 1884, habilitated in statistics in 
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1891 and by 1896 was an extraordinary professor of the same at Vienna.63  Paul 
Langhans had also studied geography at Leipzig under Friedrich Ratzel from 1886-1889 
and subsequently learned cartographic technique as an apprentice to Carl Vogel at the 
Perthes firm in Gotha.64  Finally, Zemmrich had been trained as an ethnologist, first at 
Leipzig (dissertation 1891) and then later at the University of Neuchâtel in Switzerland 
(1894).65 
 Given this academic background, it is not surprising to find a strong degree of 
continuity in both methodology and practice between the patriotic generation of the 
1890s and that of Böckh and Engel.  To begin with, Muttersprache retained its perceived 
position as “truly the only statistically measurable marker of nationality,” with 
statisticians like Hasse explicitly appealing to the resolutions of the St. Petersburg 
Statistical Conference as justification for this claim.66  In particular, they saw it as a way 
to penetrate to the level of the individual, measuring national consciousness in the most 
exact and intimate terms possible.  For this reason demographers also tended to be critical 
of the Umgangssprache metric, which was seen as more of an approximation than a 
“fully correct, sharply outlined picture” of nationality relations.67  Echoing Böckh, they 
argued that Umgangssprache had a tendency to obscure minorities, especially foreign 
members of the household such as domestic servants.68  Nevertheless, they continued to 
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use such information when and where practicality demanded, especially with respect to 
Austria.69 
In another parallel to the 1860s, census data regained its position as the primary 
foundation of nationality studies.  Using the same method as Schimmer or von Fircks, 
patriotic demographers would break down the results and assign belonging to a particular 
national community based on the percentages of the languages reported there.  Areas with 
no dominant group were allotted to a mixed category, indicating that they were sites of 
conflict whose future hung in the balance.70  Once these calculations had been made, they 
were usually analyzed and transformed into images that could provide readers with a 
visual overview of nationality relations in a given territory.  Here statistical tables were 
the most frequently used form of representation, which revealed the relative size and 
strength of each national group in a given territory.   
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Figure 4.4: A Statistical Table from Alexander Suppan's "The Nationalities of the Prussian 
Monarchy according to the Census of 1890" in Petermanns geographische Mitteilungen (1894).  Note 
the attempt to transform pure statistical data into general categories of “pure” and “mixed.” 
 
Maps too were frequently deployed for this purpose, bringing a sense of graphic order to 
the study of nationality. 
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Figure 4.5: An ethno-linguistic nationality map by J. Hátsek based on the 1880 Hungarian census 
results.  The map was published in the pages of the Petermanns Mitteilugnen, in accompaniment with 
the article “Nationality Relations of the Lands of the Hungarian Crown” by the Hungarian statistical 
Bureau’s Josef von Jekelfalussy (1885).   
 
Like their mid-nineteenth century counterparts, Hasse, Zemmrich and Rauchberg 
were also not oblivious to the imperfections inherent in census taking, which undermined 
the scientific credibility of their results.  Once again, familiar issues surfaced related to 
both the collection and processing of data, with demographers expressing concerns about 
the accuracy of the results.  In particular, they continued to point to respondent behavior 
as a key source of error on the census, with individuals often confusing the meaning of 
terms like Mutter-, Umgangs-, and Familiensprache (language of the family).  In some 
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cases they simply provided a list of all the languages they were familiar with.71  There 
was also a tendency for respondents to change their answers in between the respective 
censuses, undermining the idea that they were measuring an objective (or fixed) trait and 
producing anxiety about opposing national groups’ power to influence results through the 
application of pressure or seduction (i.e., offering poor families subsidies to have their 
children attend the school of their national competitor).72  Respondents could also thwart 
demographers’ intentions by supplying answers that did not fit into pre-determined 
linguistic or national categories, giving the name of their local dialect or region rather 
than an actual language (one respondent, for example, listed their mother-tongue as 
“Swiss,” for example).  Handwriting could also present a challenge, as census workers 
struggled to interpret hastily or sloppily written entries.73  Finally, there were also 
concerns over the relatively high number of listings for people with multiple mother-
tongues (over 200,000), which demographers tended to view with some suspicion (these 
responses were often attributed to the confusion of mother-tongue with languages known 
or spoken).74 
 Alongside these criticisms of the practice of census taking there also remained 
some of the same basic theoretical concerns we saw in chapter II, in particular with 
regard to the construction of the various national categories.  Here the treatment of Jews 
was as usual a major source of tension, with many nationalist demographers calling for 
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Jews to be treated as a separate nationality.75  This demand, however, was difficult to 
immediately reconcile with the mechanics of using mother-tongue as the primary marker 
of national identity, since it tended to obscure rather than isolate Jewish identity.76  In the 
German Empire, for example, most Jews identified their mother-tongue as German, and 
even those who entered Yiddish had their answers counted in the German tally.77  Similar 
problems existed in Austria, where the sampling of Umgangssprache tended to produce 
answers of either Czech or German, since there were, of course, no administrative 
districts in which Yiddish was the dominant language of public intercourse.  As a result 
some demographers such as Zemmrich called for Yiddish (“German-Jewish jargon” in 
his words) to be recognized as a distinct category on the census.78 
 Despite these criticisms, however, demographers continued to express faith in the 
overall reliability of census-based studies of nationality, seeing them as documents that 
could be “useful” provided that they underwent a “correct reading” by a “calm and coolly 
deliberative statistician.”79  In analyzing the data, therefore, these patriotic demographers 
sought ways to make adjustments – especially to the Austrian statistics – that would make 
the results confirm more closely to their ideological expectations (in essence aping the 
practice Böckh and others had used a quarter century before).  Zemmrich, for example – 
who as we have seen had misgivings about the accuracy of the Umgangssprache metric 
and who published his work before the local results were made available in 1903 – 
contacted notables living along the language frontier and used school surveys of family 
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language usage to ‘proof’ the official Austrian census results of 1900.80  Similarly, 
Rauchberg also used a combination of demographic, educational and commercial 
statistics as part of his analysis.81 
 Outside of the Austrian context demographers took a more direct approach to the 
modification of census results, using data related to other characteristics typically 
associated with nationality to weed out problematic categories – especially Jews and 
individuals who claimed dual nationality.  Here statistics related to religion, citizenship 
and place of birth were all given consideration, with demographers like A. Heinecke 
calling for the publication of combined census tables so that one could see how many 
people had put ‘German’ as their mother-tongue and ‘Jewish’ as their religion (this was 
actually carried out for the state as a single unit, but not for local results).82  Place names, 
projected historical belonging and even anthropological data could also be used for this 
purpose.  Von Fircks, for example, incorporated the results of Virchow’s famous school 
study of eye and hair color into his analysis of Prussian descent, using it to suggest 
divisions between Germanic and Slavic racial groups within the category of people 
identified as “German” by speech.83   
In the end, then, the need to make adjustments to these studies of nationality did 
not compromise the perception of their scientific accuracy or of the accompanying 
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analyses.  On the contrary, these recalculations tended to enhance their believability, 
assuaging anxieties about the imprecise nature of the process itself.  Again, this practice 
could be found in the efforts of the previous generation of demographers, who had (to 
their mind) overcome the technical limitations presented by the imperfections of census-
taking through clever adjustments to results. 
 Finally, it should be noted that there was a tremendous degree of continuity in the 
language used in these demographic studies, which had long been contaminated by a 
vocabulary of power and violence.  As early as the 1850s, words that might seem more 
appropriate in a colonial discourse like “herrschen” (to rule over) and “Hauptsitz” 
(headquarters) began to frequently surface in demographic descriptions.84  Languages 
were described as establishing dominance over one another, enabling their respective 
supporters to claim possession of a particular territory.  One commentator writing in the 
1870s described the frontier zone as the frequent location of a “contested battlefield 
(Kampfplatz) of two peoples…upon which each claims dominion (Herrschaft).”85  
Colonial metaphors abounded.  Both Czoernig and Engel repeatedly used the word 
“Colony“ (Kolonien, Colonie) to depict pockets of linguistic minority groups, hinting at 
the importance such formations played in determining power relations between 
nationalities.86  Engel frequently described the Germans of Poznan or Western Prussia as 
“German settlers” (deutsche Ansiedler) or “immigrants” (Einwanderer), once again 
implying the sense of a conquest of land by one group at the expense of another.87  
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Again, these descriptions invoked a colonial mentality that suggested spatial expansion 
and the establishment of hegemony by one nation over the other. 
 Where colonial images were present, there was, of course, also the image of 
violence.  Nationalities engaged in a zero-sum game for membership and territory, with 
one group eventually achieving “victory” (Sieg) at the expense of the loser.  The notion 
of the immigrant as a type of “conqueror” (Eroberer) was also common, depicted as a 
foreign invader who had forcibly taken land away from one nation and transferred it to 
their own.  Demographic change could often be interpreted in Manichean terms.  
Heinrich Nabert had described French efforts to nationalize Alsace in the 1856 as an 
attempt at the “annihilation” (Vernichtung) of the German tongue.  Facing nationality 
struggles on both its eastern and western borders, he warned that “the enemy people 
(feindliche Volksthum)” had “on both sides…open doors” from which to invade 
Germany.88  Another article from the 1870s produced a similar image, telling how the 
German communities in the Siebenbürgen had been overrun by Wallachian Slavs: “In the 
three western seats (Stühlen) of the Saxon lands,” it told ominously, “village after village 
fell into their hands, and those communities that were not occupied (occupierten) they 
enclosed with their mud huts as with a ring, over which the Saxon farmer would only 
reluctantly expand.”89 
  In terms of their practices, methods and outlooks, then, the statistical work done 
by the later generation of German patriotic demographers largely mirrored that done by 
their mid-century forbearers.  Language (specifically mother-tongue) remained the 
principle marker of national identity, with the census serving as the primary source for 
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this data.  Results were broken down and analyzed to create a sense of spatial order, with 
slight adjustments made to correct perceived errors inherent in the counting process.  
Even the choice of words used to describe the process of nationality movement stayed 
largely the same, with demographers of the Wilhelmine era using a well-established 
vocabulary.  Finally, the state itself also continued to support these efforts, allowing 
demographers to publish similar analyses in the pages of its official statistical journals 
and later by granting demographers access to its statistical archives.  As a result, these 
later-day investigations of nationality were seen largely as accurate reflections of social 
realities, based in no small part upon their ability to draw upon a half-century of scientific 
precedent.  They were believable to the general public because a whole host of experts 
had told them for more than sixty years that numbers could be used to classify and 
analyze social phenomena, that language could be used to isolate and record national 
belonging and that maps could be used to transform these findings into a compact, visual 
form.  
 
Demography, Vision and Nationalism, 1880-1914 
 As we have seen, the basic equation used to conduct demographic analysis did not 
change considerably across the latter half of the nineteenth century.  But the spatial 
dimensions of the data put through this process did.  By the close of the century, public 
demand for increasingly specific information about a variety of economic and social 
phenomena led the state statistical bureaus to begin publishing census results by more 
localized administrative units, which in turn narrowed the geographic focus of 
demographic studies.  With respect to language use the Austrian statistical bureau led the 
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way in this regard, publishing census results by local district (Bezirkshauptmannschaften) 
rather than by province as early as 1880. 90  By the end of the century it would go even 
further, releasing results according to municipality (Gemeinde).  In the German Empire 
this process played out somewhat later, with the 1890 sampling of Muttersprache, for 
example, still reported by regional district (Regierungsbezirke) just as it had been back in 
the 1860s.  Only in 1900 would the Imperial Statistical Bureau begin to report these 
results by the more specific county level (Kreise).91 
Armed with these more spatially specific results demographers could now begin 
to conduct analyses of localities, helping activists to define the place of local landscapes 
within the framework of nationalist politics.  Demography flushed out the boundaries 
between communities of “us” and “them,” assigning ownership of small areas to each 
respective national group based on the latest census results. 92  Activists could literally see 
which districts “belonged” to their national group and identify which remained contested 
and were therefore sites of ‘legitimate’ agitation by both sides.93  Typical of such efforts 
was a 1909 article by Wilhelm Heinz on nationality relations in lower Austria for the 
political-administrative district of Gmünder, for example, which traced national 
belonging on a town by town basis.  Thus Heinz could show that the town of Gmünd 
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itself was “German” with 2,411 Germans versus just 17 Czechs in it, based upon the 
Austrian census of 1900.  The neighboring borough of Wielands, by contrast was a 
“mixed” area, with 1,661 Germans living alongside 1,015 Czechs.94  Like many of his 
colleagues, Heinz’ results were then translated into a map (below in figure 4.7) that 
provided his contemporaries with a clear (but misleading) image of well defined lines of 
divisions between national groups along the language frontier.  Following a trend 
established in the 1860s, these maps (such as that of the Steiermark shown below in 
figure 4.6) deployed strong color contrasts to represent each nation’s respective domain, 
with Germans typically depicted in shades of pink and Slavic groups (Slovenes in figure 
4.6, Czechs in figure 4.7) in shades of blue.  As if to suggest the undecided nature of their 
respective fates, mixed areas were represented through increasingly lighter colors. 
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Figure 4.6: "Ethno-linguistic Map of the Steiermark" by Richard Pfaundler, published in the journal 
Deutsche Erde (1907) 
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Figure 4.7: Map of “The Czechs in the Northwest Corner of Lower Austria” that accompanied 
Wilhelm Heinz' 1909 survey of nationality in the journal Deutsche Erde.  Note the use of strong color 
contrasts to imply a sense of clear-cut boundaries between the various national groups.   
 
In addition to providing a sense of graphic order, these projections also helped 
shape nationalist expectations about the ideological loyalties of the inhabitants of these 
territories.  In “Czech” or mixed zones, for example, activists could expect to be greeted 
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by hostility from the opposing national group.  Instances of rudeness or violence could 
immediately be interpreted as manifestations of latent national hostilities, reconfirming in 
the minds of nationalist visitors the realities of life in such areas.  In the summer of 1908, 
for example, a rather ordinary episode of children throwing pebbles at a passing cart of 
drunken gymnasts was transformed by the German nationalist press into a confrontation 
between innocent Germans and Czech “fanatics” that required a formal police 
investigation.95  Similarly, activists who traveled to rural enclaves identified as “German” 
anticipated finding like-minded patriots, leading to frustration when they encountered 
local populations who were indifferent to the national cause there.96 
As time passed and censuses were repeated, patriotic demographers began to 
compare results in order to create an image of historical motion along the language 
frontier.97  Thus an 1899 article on nationality relations in northern Bohemia by 
Langhans, for example, revealed the growing ratio of Germans to Czechs in the village of 
Weirowa and the boroughs (Gemeinde) of Trebnitz and Wostirschen, while Czechs were 
perceived to be advancing in the cities of Klentsch and Taus.98  In addition to examining 
changes within the raw data sets, demographers also looked at movement between their 
constructed categories of national ownership, identifying when and where certain 
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territories had moved from being “pure German” or “pure Czech” (over 90% of one 
nationality according to Langhans) to “mixed” (50-90% with a lean assigned to the 
dominant group) and vice-versa.99  These findings were then often translated into graphic 
form, giving viewers a bird’s eye view of the general trends taking places.  In the map 
below, for example (figure 4.8), one could see a general process of German advance: they  
 
Figure 4.8: Comparative nationality map of the town Stankau in northern Bohemia, taken from Paul 
Langhans' article "The German-Czech Language Frotnier in Northern Bohemia" (1899). 
 
had made inroads along the western side of the language frontier into the previously 
“pure Czech” areas of Nahomirschen, Stankau and Stich (central middle), flipped control 
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over the mixed territory of Konositz (in the north) and consolidated their hold over 
Autschonn (lower middle).100 
 These micro-mappings of nationality movement also carried an analytical value, 
enabling demographers to identify specific causes behind the perceived changes taking 
place along the language frontier.  Individual towns or communities could be isolated, 
with fluctuations within their respective boundaries attributed to a particular local factor 
(or factors).  Here nationalist ideology tended to play a dominate role in shaping 
demographic analysis, leading commentators to reaffirm pre-existing suspicions about the 
role played by a whole host of social and economic factors in influencing the course of 
events.  Zemmrich, for example, pointed to German industrialization (which attracted 
unskilled Slavic workers), the Catholic Church, schools, state institutions, nationalist 
organizations and “leading personalities” (führender Persönlichkeiten) as the principle 
causes behind demographic movement.101  Railroads were also seen as a major agent of 
change, both in terms of their ability to enable greater mobility of individuals across 
social and geographic boundaries and through the institutional pressures they brought to 
bear by using a particular language on their maps and time tables.102  Commerce was also 
perceived to be an important factor, as Czech and German businessmen crossed national 
boundaries to sell their wares and services.103  Last but not least came the idea of tourism, 
which supposedly reinforced national patriotism by linking disparate members of the 
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greater German community with one another and by providing economic support to 
marginalized Germans who might otherwise be susceptible to Czech enticements.104 
 These projections were also useful from an administrative standpoint as well, 
providing nationalist organizations with a broad overview of local events that could then 
be used to make strategic decisions about the allocation of resources.  Members of the 
German School Association could see which communities were most threatened by 
perceived foreign advances and respond accordingly to counter such movement through 
activities such as the building of schools or the giving of charitable donations.  This 
strategic value was also reflected in the language of demographic studies, which tended 
to read increasingly like military dispatches towards the end of the nineteenth century.  
Here it was not the vocabulary of violence or control that stood out – as we have seen 
these elements were present in earlier works – but the spatial specificity used to describe 
the intentions or actions of the opposing national group.  Heinz, for example, 
characterized Czech growth in lower Austria as part of a deliberate move organized from 
Vienna to capture the “northwestern gateway” (Einfallstor), which then presumably 
could be used to spread Czech influence into previously pure German territory.105  
Similarly Langhans portrayed rising Czech numbers in northern Bohemia as an 
“advance” (Vorstoss) against the borough of Haselbach and the village of Sofienthal 
(including its valuable glass factory), which if successful would lead to a “breakthrough” 
(durchbrechen) of the Czechs through “the German outer ring of Bohemia.”106  Other 
commentators frequently referred to minority pockets of Czechs and Germans along the 
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language frontier as “fortresses” (Festigung), “strongholds” (Bollwerk) or spoke of 
foreign “invasions” (Eindringen) into particular territories.107  
Demographic studies could also be used to evaluate the success or failure of 
nationalist agitation, so that one could ostensibly see an objective correlation between 
various actions and changes to the language frontier.  In practice, however, these reports 
tended to simply to confirm or reinforce nationalist claims to have influenced the 
outcome of events, fulfilling more of a self-legitimating function than anything else.  
Patriotic demographers constantly cited the efforts of “protective groups” 
(Schutzvereinen) such as the German School Society as critical to the maintenance or 
expansion of German minorities – groups that they were often members of.108  Wilhelm 
Heinz, for example, attributed the recent growth of the German community of the lower 
Austrian district of Rottenschachen from 88% Czech in 1880 to 50% Czech by 1900 to 
the activities of the lesser known Deutsche Heimat organization, whose support of local 
basket and swing makers had led to the “economic invigoration of the poor populace.”  
With further plans afoot to create a local hiking trial for German tourists (Wanderweg), a 
kindergarten and a nursery (supported by the German School Association and the 
Südmark Verein), Heinz confidently asserted that “a turn for the better would soon take 
place” with these efforts “expediting the fundamental re-germanization of these areas.”109  
Evaluations could also be made of the state’s involvement in shaping the language 
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frontier, with particular attention paid to the success or failure of the German Empire’s 
efforts to germanize the Polish east.110 
 By the end of the nineteenth century, then, the ability to map nationality at the 
local level combined with the certitude of demographic analysis to demystify the location 
and movement of the language frontier.  No longer would this entity exist as the 
demographer Heinrich Nabert had put it in the 1850s “beyond (the boundaries) of human 
caprice,” invisibly evolving over the course of time as a result of unquantifiable factors 
such as the degree of assimilation within minority communities or their ability to resist 
such change through the replication of national culture.111  Rather, science would 
illuminate its most subtle intricacies, transforming it into an object whose fluctuations 
could be precisely followed and ultimately predicted.  In short, it would become a 
controllable entity whose future could be consciously shaped through human activity. 
 This change held profound consequences for the application of demographic 
science to politics, enabling activists to envision a world in which they themselves could 
play the decisive role in determining the national future.  The passivity that had 
characterized many mid-nineteenth century liberals’ approach to the existence of national 
minority groups – built around a short term program of minority cultural rights and a long 
term expectation of assimilation – could be dispensed with, replaced by individual and 
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organizational activism.112  Concerned patriots could intercede in the national destiny of a 
given locality through a number of cultural actions, from the building of a school to 
nationally-oriented tourism to the creation of personal networks that united the disparate 
members of the nation.  The exact dimensions of these activities will be examined in 
greater detail in chapter VI.  Here it sufficient to note that demographic science opened a 
channel for popular participation in the nation outside the realm of the state or formal 
politics. 
 
Conclusion: Agency over the Language Frontier 
 Nowhere were the consequences of this turn towards control and activism more 
apparent than in the political visions of the future demographers developed as a result of 
their own investigations.  Writing in the 1860s, for example, Böckh continued to embrace 
a traditional liberal position for dealing with the existence of national minority groups 
(built around tolerance), preferring that solutions to these problems be found within the 
existing framework of European politics.  Simply put, Europe’s peoples were too 
fragmented from a geographic standpoint to affect any Napoleonic-like revisions to the 
continent.  What was called for instead was the recognition of the nationality principle, 
which Böckh definied as: “respect for the spiritual independence (geistigen 
Selbständigkeit) of each populace in their language (Volksprache) within their domain 
(Machtgebietes).”  National minorities were to be accorded linguistic rights in local 
administration, schools and church, with the natural process of evolution deciding 
                                               
112
 See chapter I, p. 33 
 219 
whether they would survive over time or be assimilated.113  Of course the breakdown of 
political order experienced as a result of the Franco-Prussian war enabled Böckh to make 
Alsace an exception to this rule, though it is worth noting that before the war his demands 
had been limited to the securing of linguistic rights for the German-Alsatian 
community.114 
 Three decades later Ernst Hasse would call for a far more aggressive approach to 
the problem presented by the existence of national minority communities, both inside and 
outside of the German Empire.  Like Böckh, Hasse freely admitted that ethnographic and 
political boundaries rarely coincided.  But in a marked contrast to his demographic 
colleague, he argued that human actions could be taken to bring cultural and political 
lines of difference into harmony with one another.115  To avoid what he described as a 
“national suicide” brought on by the persistent existence of Danes, Poles, French 
Alsatians and Jews within the borders of the Empire, for example, he recommended “an 
organic differentiation of all public law.”116  Citizenship would be divided into distinct 
categories of “full citizens” (Vollbürger) and residents, with the latter barred from 
serving in the army or navy (instead Hasse recommended that they pay a special defense 
tax).   German was to be recognized as the official language of the state in the 
constitution, used in all forms of public life (organizations, administration, etc).  Imperial 
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population policy was to be formally ethnicized, with Jews and Slav encouraged to 
emigrate while ethnic Germans were to be given preference in matters related to 
immigration.117 
Yet this vision was not restricted to the internal composition of the German 
Empire.  As we have seen, for Hasse unification in 1871 had been but the first step in a 
broader process of national consolidation, a strategic retreat that would eventually enable 
a future expansion to include all Germans within the same nation state.118  Towards this 
end, he recommended an aggressive policy of political annexations based on ethnic 
boundaries.  Switzerland and Belgium would be partitioned, with a new Polish kingdom 
to be carved out of Russian territory.  Italy would take possession of the southern portion 
of the Tyrol (as well as the Italian speaking cantons of Switzerland) in exchange for the 
Trieste.  Austria would naturally be incorporated into a new Greater German Bund.  And 
in what was perhaps the most radical proposal, Hasse argued that Hungarians should no 
longer be viewed as an independent nationality, instead broken down based on 
ethnographic research into categories of Germans, Jews and Slavs.119 
To be sure, these radical visions were undoubtedly fantasies, brought on by 
inflated notions about the superiority of German culture and the military might of the 
nation-state it was nominally attached to.  Yet for Hasse and the thousands of Germans 
who joined him in nationalist organizations such as the Pan-German League, they seemed 
realistic.  Inspired by the historical model of the annexation of Alsace and armed with a 
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whole host of spatially specific ethnographic maps and statistical tables, they believed 
they had the necessary tools to make cultural-national and political boundaries conform 
to one another.  Eventually, they reasoned, the formal political framework of Europe was 
bound to break down again, and when it did, they – like Böckh and Kiepert in 1870 – 
would use their influence to truly complete the process of German unification.  In the 
meantime, they would concentrate on the maintenance of pockets of German minorities 
abroad through a variety of cultural activities and agitate for the nationalization of 
politics at home.  These activities will be considered in more detail in chapter VI.  First, 
however, it will be useful to look at the networks that helped spread these images through 
the public sphere – a circuitry which only enhanced their believability as scientific 
documents/true reflections of reality in the eyes of the public. 
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“Nowhere are (maps) more quickly publicized, professionally cartographically prepared and then also 
spread, as when they appear in the (Petermanns) Mitteilungen” – Hermann Wagner (1884)1  
 
From this arises for the German literature and press a great and honorable duty.  They must teach about the 
location and the relationships of our ethnic comrades (Stammesgenossen) in alien territory.  Especially 
important would be the assistance of the illustrated press: essays with pictures would stir interest for the 
German land and people abroad in a completely different manner than the simple word might – above all 
with young people.” – Dr. G. (July, 1882)2 
 
“the managing committee holds it to be continually important to support the spread of those writings that 
can contribute to the spread of the proper views of the goals of our organization and in particular its 
necessity.  So, for example, through the support of ethnographic maps (Sprachkarten); of these, we are 
pleased to report that the Nabert map created on behalf of the organization has been appreciatively 
recommended by the highest educational authorities of various German states.”   
– Richard Böckh (June, 1893)3 
 
V. Connecting Germans: the Circuitry of 
National Knowledge  
 
 
Figure 5.1: Heinrich Kiepert's Overview Map of the Spread of Germans in Europe (1887).  The 53cm x 
74cm map was based upon on an earlier version created on behalf of the German School Society 
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In 1883, the cartographer Heinrich Kiepert decided to prepare a pair of special 
maps for the delegates of the German School Society gathering for the organization’s 
third annual meeting in Berlin.  The first was a revised version of his Peoples and 
Languages Map of Germany and its Neighbors (1867), which had been updated and 
enlarged to include areas of German settlement in the Siebenbürgen and Russia (fig 5.1 
above).  The second was a map of the location of the organization’s various chapters, 
which confirmed its claim to being a truly national (as opposed to a regional) body.4  
Kiepert’s maps were well received.  The head of the School Society singled him out for 
particular praise during his annual report, noting that hopefully “soon every child will 
know his organizational map (Gruppenkarte) of the German School Society; then their 
parents will heartily thank him (Kiepert), just as we are now.”5  For the group’s 1887 
gathering in Wiesbaden a similar ethnographic wall map was presented by the 
demographer Heinrich Nabert, which then was mounted in a separate room for all the 
delegates to see.  During the proceedings, Oberlehrer Hermann from Dresden suggested 
it be duplicated and made available for purchase by group members, while Prof. Fischer 
of Marburg recommended the preparation of a larger scale version that could be offered 
to the public.  In the end, the School Society pursued both strategies.6  In 1887 Kiepert’s 
53cm x 74cm map was published and sold for 2 Marks at bookstores across the German 
Empire, while five years later Nabert’s work would be posthumously edited by Böckh 
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and sold as a 1.53m x 3.13m wall map for 24 Marks.7  In addition to being made 
available through bookstores and the School Society itself, these maps also achieved 
broader circulation through their use as visual aides during nationalist speeches and their 
sale at cultural events such as the “German evenings” (deutsche Abends).8  Eventually, 
they even found their way into classrooms, purchased by Prussia’s, Hesse’s and 
Württemberg’s ministries responsible for education.9 
The journey of maps like those by Kiepert and Nabert from the lithographic block 
to the walls of Prussian schools reflects the path taken by many an ethnographic map or 
statistical table in nineteenth century Germany.  From their humble origins as the product 
of an individual cartographer or demographer, they were rapidly disseminated within the 
public sphere by a vast network of scholars, teachers, booksellers and political 
organizations who viewed them as potential answers to the problems encountered in 
trying to define nationality encountered in chapter I.  Published in newspapers and 
encyclopedias, posted on school house walls and shared between friends and family 
members, they achieved a wide resonance within the German public sphere, helping 
shape popular conceptions about where the nation was and who was a member of it. 
This chapter reconstructs the circuitry of knowledge through which these images 
flowed, showing the construction of various networks for the exchange of demographic 
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information about the nation across the latter half of the nineteenth century.  Following 
the work on the social construction of scientific knowledge by scholars such as Bruno 
Latour, I argue that these networks not only helped reassert the continued importance of 
the cultural notion of nationality after 1871, but also contributed to the perception that the 
knowledge they conveyed was ‘fact’.10  Each time a demographic study appeared or was 
reviewed in a geographic or pedagogical journal, each time it was transformed into a map 
and hung on a wall, it gained an additional degree of legitimacy as a ‘scientific’ 
document by drawing upon the authority of all those people who were engaged in the 
process of publishing, commenting and circulating it.  After all, it was reasonable to 
assume, professionals working in academics or politics whose job it was to know 
something about the nation would not waste their time or resources with quackery or 
speculation. 
The chapter begins by looking at the primary points of production for these works 
at the dawn of modern demographic science in the 1830s, placing them within the 
broader context of the existent German publishing market.  I highlight the existence of 
physical and economic barriers, showing how highs costs, poor profits and limited 
interest inhibited the broader circulation of ethnographic knowledge.  By the middle of 
the century, however, improvements in print technology and growing enthusiasm for 
statistics would help remedy this situation, providing demographers with a viable point of 
access into the public sphere.  Here the establishment of specialized geographic and 
statistical journals proved to be a major development, providing the institutional space for 
the cheap and timely transmission of information to the broader public.  Finally, the 
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chapter concludes by looking at the formation of various nodal points such as political 
organizations and the educational establishment towards the end of the century, which 
carried this knowledge beyond the initial audience of the journals, i.e. those who were 
explicitly interested in the formal study of nationality.  Exposure to these ethnographic 
maps and statistical tables was thereby expanded from a limited circle of interested 
academics or professionals to peoples of all walks of life. 
 
Circulating Knowledge 
The immediate point for the production of the various maps and statistical tables 
examined in this dissertation was of course the individual.  As we saw in chapter II, 
demographic images were essentially “crafted” products, shaped through a number of 
individual choices made about forms of classification and representation.  Yet once 
created, however, their relevance was partially dependent on their broader circulation 
within the public sphere.  An image, after all, was only as valuable as its ability to be 
viewed beyond its immediate point of production.  To achieve this goal, then, 
demographers had to find ways to inject their work into wider networks of print 
communication.  As we shall see, this process evolved considerably over the course of 
the nineteenth century, moving from an emphasis on the problematic publication of 
monographs and atlases by private firms to one centered in the more efficient medium of 
newspapers and journals. 
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At the close of the eighteenth century, the publishing industry in the German 
speaking territories experienced significant expansion.11  The Enlightenment and its 
emphasis on the circulation of knowledge had increased the demand for books, especially 
among members of the bourgeoisie.  Between 1726 and 1789 the number of books 
brought to the Leipzig book fair nearly quadrupled, rising from 558 to 2115.12  Demand 
was further enhanced by the French Revolution and the rising national consciousness it 
produced within Germany, leading to the publication of all manner of patriotic tracts and 
speeches.  Interest in Schönen Literatur (novels, poems and plays consumed largely by 
the middles classes) also exploded.  The Easter Book Fair (Ostermesse) catalogues for 
Leipzig and Frankfurt a.M. for the year 1800 alone announced the publication of 300 new 
novels, 64 new plays and 34 collections of poetry (11.7% of the total new books 
offered).13  At about the same time, the early stages of the industrial revolution and the 
increasing tendency towards economic integration also helped increase the supply of 
books, as markets expanded and publication costs declined. 
By the 1820s, these conditions began to affect major structural changes in the 
German book trade, in both thematic and economic terms.  While the market continued to 
be dominated by academic works until about mid-century (theological and philosophical 
works dominated), “popular” (volkstümliche) books aimed at a wider, less educated 
audience began to win an increasingly larger share of the market.14  One of the major 
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contributing factors to this shift was the development of “niche” publications that 
targeted new, non-academic audiences.  The encyclopedic Conversations-Lexikon, for 
example, was an invention of the late eighteenth century that won an increasing 
resonance among members of the bourgeoisie who wished to participate in aristocratic 
salons.  Full of articles that informed social risers with the latest philosophical, scientific 
or historical developments that might be discussed at these gatherings, they quickly 
developed into a reliable source of income for nascent publishing firms.  In 1809, FA 
Brockhaus, for example, issued the first volume of its Conversations-Lexikon – a rather 
poor imitation of the famous Encyclopedie (its 4253 total articles were less than what was 
contained in one volume of Diderot’s series).15  Despite its limited size, however, it 
quickly became a big hit, selling more than 180,000 copies in just thirty years.16  1839 
witnessed the release of its chief competitor in the form of the Meyers’ brand 
encyclopedia, which had an initial sales figure of 70,000 sets.17 
Dime (or penny) novels were another type of literary work that saw dramatic 
increases in levels of production and popularity in the first half of the nineteenth century. 
While continuing to create beautiful bound and illustrated volumes that were also meant 
to be seen, publishers also began to market cheaper, more simplistic works whose only 
use was to be read.  In 1814 the Zwickauer publisher August Schumann began 
publication of his Box Library of German Classics, which was composed of small, almost 
brochure-like copies of major literary works ranging from the Nibelungenlied to the 
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writings of major Enlightenment authors like Klopstock or Romantics like Novalis.18  To 
keep costs down, Schumann offered an even cheaper version: a “roh” or unbound volume 
that could be purchased for just pennies.  Carl Joseph Meyer’s Bibliographisches Institut 
took this approach to cost cutting a bit farther, using loopholes in copyright laws to avoid 
paying royalty fees for his Miniature Library of German Classics (foreign authors whose 
texts appeared either as excerpts or as part of a compendium were not entitled to 
compensation).19  As a result of such unscrupulous tactics and increased competition, the 
overall price of books began to fall considerably by the early 1830s.  According to one 
survey, books that had cost a week’s worth of a typical worker’s wages at the start of the 
century could now be had for just the equivalent of just one day’s wage.20 
Within this milieu of expanded production, interest in geographical printing and 
map making also rose considerably.  Perhaps the largest beneficiary of this movement 
was the Justus Perthes firm in Gotha.  Founded in 1785 by the thirty-six year old Johann 
Georg Justus Perthes, it expanded over the course of the next fifty years from a regional 
company that specialized in local products such as the Almanach de Gotha and the 
Gothaische Hofkalendar to one of the leading geographical publishers in Germany with a 
world-wide reputation for technological and thematic innovation.21  Beginning in 1817, 
the company achieved its first major market breakthrough with the publication of the 
Adolf Stieler and Christian Gottlieb Reichard’s Stielers Hand-Atlas, which became the 
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“classic atlas of the nineteenth century,” selling close to 100,000 copies by 1830.22   Part 
of the reason behind its immense popularity was its dedication to being a “scientific” 
product.  Unlike previous published atlases, which had always carried a social value as 
signs of wealth, the Stieler brand was dedicated solely to conveying accurate and 
scientific knowledge to the reader.  Maps were all drawn according to the same scale, and 
baroque-type illustrations and cartouches were discarded as superfluous distractions.  
Another path breaking Perthes product was Heinrich Berghaus’ Physical Atlas, which 
was the first atlas of thematic maps.  Originally planned as a visual complement to 
Alexander von Humboldt’s Cosmos, it provided readers with comparative physical and 
anthropological maps that helped establish relationships between geographic and natural 
phenomenon.23  The Perthes publishing firm also became heavily involved in the 
emerging market for school wall maps, led by the work of Emil von Sydow.24 
Despite the growth of the geographical publishing industry, however, the costs 
inherent in the practice of printing – especially in the case of maps – greatly inhibited the 
transfer of cartographic knowledge from individuals to the public sphere.  As we have 
seen in chapter III, sophisticated maps were generally produced in the first half of the 
nineteenth century through copper plate etching (woodcuts were not exact enough), 
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which was an enormously expensive and time consuming process that demanded large 
amounts of capital.  Each plate took anywhere from five weeks to ten months to produce 
depending on its size and complexity, and tended to wear down rather quickly (most lost 
effectiveness after just 2,000 print runs).25  Thus a given firm needed to sell somewhere 
between sixty to four hundred copies of any map in order to recoup their basic costs.  
More complicated maps might necessitate multiple plates (publishers occasionally 
engraved names and lines separately so they could publish atlases in different languages), 
further increasing the number of copies that needed to be sold to recoup the initial 
investment.26  Finally, firms also had to consider the costs involved in transporting their 
finished products to market, which were aggravated by interstate tolls and the poor 
conditions of roads and highways.27 
As a result of these difficulties, map printing in the first half of the nineteenth 
century tended to be a long, labor intensive process that required a significant financial 
commitment by institutions, which in turn limited the number of maps that could be 
printed in any one year.  Between 1820 and 1850, the Artaria firm – one of Austria’s 
leading geographic publishers – produced just ninety copper plate maps.28  Similarly, in 
spite of its enormous popularity, the Stieler atlas still took fourteen years to complete, by 
which time about two thirds of its maps had become outdated and needed to be 
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redrawn.29  Berghaus’ Physical Atlas actually lost money despite selling more than 5,000-
6,000 copies of its first edition, due to the expensive nature of its thematic maps.30 
There was also the problem of finding a market for maps.  At the start of the 
nineteenth century, geography as subject was still only in its infancy.  The first major 
geographical society in Germany was only founded in 1828 in Berlin (the second in 1836 
in Frankfurt a.M.), and it did not become widely recognized as an independent academic 
subject until after unification.31  More specifically, demand for maps of thematic qualities 
like nationality also depended on the existence of a believable scientific methodology, 
which as we have seen in chapter II was largely lacking until the middle of the nineteenth 
century.  Thus the first sustained attempt at publishing maps of nationality did not begin 
to occur until the 1840s, and even these had a limited resonance.32 
Given these circumstances, publishing firms like Perthes were reluctant to 
allocate significant amounts of resources to the publication of ethnographic maps, thus 
limiting their circulation within the public sphere.  It made little sense to sink large 
amounts of capital into a market where as late as 1866 65% of published works 
disappeared from store selves within twelve months and 90% were gone within three 
years.33  The publishing industry in the first half of the nineteenth century in general was 
highly speculative, with demand for particular products hard to read.  As a result, 
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publishers tended to favor works that were either well known or which could be offered 
through small prints runs.  We have seen above how some firms tried to cut costs by 
avoiding copyright fees or offering unbound volumes.  Others only issued the first halves 
of new books so that they could determine exactly how strong demand was before 
committing resources to printing the second half.34  Given the immense costs involved in 
their production, such approaches were obviously ill-suited for map publication. 
Geographic and cartographic publishing, therefore, remained limited into the 
1860s as publishers concentrated on other, more lucrative subjects.  A survey by the 
Perthes employee Ernst Behm, for example, found that just 2.5% of the 10,000 books 
printed annually in Germany between 1861 and 1865 dealt with geography, with just 
140-180 atlases (titles) printed per year.35  Moreover, maps and statistical tables related to 
nationality made up an even smaller subset within this limited group.  Just 23 of the 90 
maps contained in the first edition of Heinrich Berghaus’ Physical Atlas, for example, 
were dedicated either to human geography or ethnology.   
 
Newspapers to the Rescue 
 To solve these structural problems in the geographical publishing market that 
inhibited the flow of demographic knowledge required two major developments.  First, 
the cost and time associated with the production of maps had to be brought down 
considerably so that publishers did not have to commit so many resources in the creation 
of a single product whose market was difficult to gauge.  Second, a new more flexible 
medium had to be developed that was capable of delivering this product more quickly 
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and to a more targeted audience.  Simply put, monographs (especially atlases) took too 
long to put together to meet public or academic demand.  Individuals wanted to see new 
discoveries in Africa or changes in language concentrations among minority groups soon 
after they happened (or were mapped), not a decade later after the cartographer had 
finally gotten around to updating all the maps in a given atlas.  
 As always, technology played a major role in relieving stresses to the flow of 
knowledge caused by production costs.  In 1814 Friedrich König’s new mechanical 
steam-powered quick press (known in German as the Schnellpresse) was used for the first 
time in England to print copies of The Times, and it soon made its way into German 
publishing houses like Brockhaus for use on books (König also set up his own firm in 
Germany, which is still a major publisher today).36  The Schnellpresse dramatically cut 
overhead costs (from 20,000 guilder/year for printer wages to 800 guilder/year for 
maintenance), effecting a dramatic increase in the number of books offered in an initial 
print run.  The chronist August Prinz, for example, estimated between 1815 and 1843 
production of first print runs rose from an average of 1,000-1,500 to 15,000-20,000.37  
As we have seen, improvements were also made in the technology of printing as 
related to maps.  By the end of the 1830s, firms like Meyers’ had begun engraving on 
steel instead of copper, raising the life span of a plate by a factor of ten (2,000 vs. 
20,000).38  A similar effect was achieved by the introduction of the lithographic printing 
method (with regard to maps) between 1830 and 1850, which used stone rather than 
metal.  Such plates were not only cheaper to produce, but were also faster (taking about 
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half as long to engrave) and more friendly to color printing.39  The end result of these 
innovations, again, was to bring down prices.  The second edition of Stielers Hand-Atlas 
of 1845, for example, was offered at one third the price of its predecessor.40 
 In the end, however, it was the development of the geographic journal or 
Fachzeitschrift that had the most significant impact on the transmission of ethnographic 
knowledge to the public sphere.  Newspapers were far cheaper to produce, required less 
initial capital investment, could be published more quickly and had a more 
dependable/predictable readership base.  Most importantly, however, they were capable 
of disseminating larger and more varied amounts of knowledge than monographs could.  
Articles in a journal were written in a compact fashion, so that a reader could digest them 
in a matter of minutes as opposed to the hours it would take to work through an entire 
book.  Thus by the 1860s the Journal of the Berlin Society for Geography had delivered 
over 1600 articles, reviews, reports and maps.41  These papers also proved to be a 
similarly useful medium for the transmission of maps, which were generally smaller than 
those found in atlases.  Over the first twenty three years of its existence, for example, 
Petermanns Mitteilungen published more than 800 maps.42 
 The first of these geographic journals began to appear in the eighteenth century.  
Yet as we have seen, neither the market nor the technology was yet ripe for such 
ventures.  In the first half of the nineteenth century such journals continued to have short 
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life spans.43  Even under the leadership of the most important cartographers of the day 
such as Heinrich Berghaus and with the support of distinguished scholars such as 
Alexander von Humboldt, organs like Hertha.  Journal for Geography, Anthropology and 
Political Science (1825-1829) and Annals of Geography, Anthropology and Political 
Science (1829-1843) tended to be commercial failures.44  It was only in the 1850s that 
such journals began to find a niche, the most important of which was the aforementioned 
Petermanns Mitteilungen published by Perthes. 
 The impetus for Petermanns Mitteilungen emerged out financial complications 
encountered in the attempt to revise Berghaus’ Physical Atlas in 1848.  Due to the 
enormous costs involved in its initial print run, the idea of publishing a new edition with 
updated maps was rejected (although this would eventually take place in 1852).  Rather 
than abandon his scholarly efforts, however, Berghaus turned to the notion of a yearbook, 
which could publish updates to his atlas on a somewhat irregular basis.  The result was 
the creation of the Geographical Yearbook (Geographische Jahrbuch), which contained 
assorted essays and maps and ran through four volumes between 1850 and 1852.  These 
issues, however, were also unable to find a profitable niche, and were abandoned after 
just three years.45  Instead, Berghaus and the Perthes firm decided to heed the advice of a 
coworker named Adolf Müller, who suggested that a monthly journal might be a better 
approach.  To lead the new journal, Perthes selected a former student of Berghaus’, the 
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cartographrapher August Petermann who had recently returned to Germany after working 
for several years as a cartographer in London.46 
 Petermann’s vision of the Mitteilungen went far beyond that of Berghaus; instead 
of a supplementary almanac-type publication, he envisioned the creation of a 
collaborative nexus that would bring together the efforts of geographers, cartographers 
and explorers to develop a complete description of the earth.  Its volumes would not 
provide much in the way of original articles, but would focus on the role of 
“Nachveröffentlichung” (literally “post-publication”), i.e. the re-publication of the most 
outstanding and innovative works of the global scientific community.47  One example of 
such efforts was the use of his English connections to secure new material for the journal, 
which was then translated and made available to a German speaking audience (Petermann 
was well known in the Royal Geographic Society for his work on the English equivalent 
of Berghaus’ Physikalischer Atlas and had also contributed articles to the Times and 
Encyclopedia Britannica).48  The Mitteilungen also reprinted material directly from other 
German-language sources, and provided a detailed overview of exiting literature in the 
form of book reviews and small notices. 
Petermann’s connections also proved useful in transforming the journal into a 
center for the publication of material related to exploration, which was reprinted or 
summarized in a colloquial rather than an obtuse academic language.  Petermann, for 
example, had played an important role in helping to secure the place of Heinrich Barth on 
an English expedition to Central Africa in 1849, in return for which Barth supplied him 
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with detailed descriptions of the journey that were eventually reproduced in the pages of 
the Mitteilungen.49  By the 1860s, the journal had developed into one of the primary 
publishers of exploration-related material, with travelers sending in stories of exploration 
in the hopes of getting published. 
Finally, the journal also envisioned itself as a point of transmission through its 
efforts to visualize knowledge.  As early as the first issue, Petermann promised readers 
that “no issue of the journal would ever be published without one or more accompanying 
maps.”  The “latest results of new geographic research” were to be transformed “right 
away, or as quickly as possible” into graphic representations – a feat that Petermann 
could easily perform by drawing on the vast cartographic library stored at the Perthes 
firm.50  In the field of exploration, such maps proved to be enormously popular, visually 
laying out the spatial organization of distant places in a way that words never could.  
 The release of the first volume of Petermanns Mitteilungen in March of 1855 was 
met with strong enthusiasm.  Perthes sold through all 3,000 of the first-run copies, and an 
additional 750 were printed to meet the better than expected demand.  Total annual 
circulation would eventually rise to around 4,000 subscriptions a year, helping the 
Perthes firm turn a healthy profit by the 1860s.51  Moreover, this financial success was 
matched by a geographical outgrowth that placed the Mitteilungen in the center of 
international geographic discourse.  Approximately one forth of its sales were to 
customers abroad in places like Russia (350 copies/year), Great Britain (100/per year) 
and Austria (550 copies/year).52 
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 Paralleling developments in the geographical market as a whole, maps and 
statistics related to nationality continued, however, to make up just a small portion of the 
vast cartographic output within the Mitteilungen.  The majority of the maps (75%) 
published in its first three decades under the leadership of Petermann (1855-1878) and 
then Ernst Behm (1879-1884) were topographic, while only 9.1% dealt specifically with 
themes related to ethnography, statistics or economics.  In 1884 Alexander Supan took 
over the editorship of the Mitteilungen, shifting its content more towards thematic 
concerns and away from exploration as a means of strengthening demand.  As part of this 
effort, the number of maps dealing with ethnographic themes increased slightly to 
11.4%.53   
While such a total shows that statistical and cartographic representations of 
nationality remained marginal even within geographic publications, it also shows that 
such images had won a place in respectable journals that were widely circulated.  Nor, of 
course, was Petermanns alone in publishing this type of information.  The second half of 
the nineteenth century witnessed the growth of other geographical and statistical 
publications that carried similar types of information.  In fact, part of the reason for 
Supan’s thematic shift in 1884 was driven by an attempt to recapture the Mitteilungen’s 
dominance within the marketplace – a decline that was partially caused by increasing 
competition from journals like the Journal of the Berlin Society for Geography (f. 1853), 
the Royal Prussian Statistical Journal (f. 1860), Globus (f. 1861), the German Review for 
Geography and Statistics (f. 1878) and the Geographical Journal (f. 1895).54 
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Finally, it is worth repeating that while studies of nationality circulated freely 
within this network of journals and newsletters, they did not dominate any particular 
publication until the end of the century.  As we saw above, ethnographic and statistical 
content made up only a small portion of the total number of articles and maps delivered 
in Petermanns Mitteilungen.  Globus also featured such articles as early as its first issue, 
but they made up only a small percentage of the total number of articles.  Yet each time 
one of these journals published a demographic investigation of nationality, it helped 
contribute to the perception of such studies as legitimate, scientifically-based 
undertakings.  In doing so, they helped pave the way for a journal exclusively devoted to 
the ethnographic mapping of the German nation – something that would come to fruition 
with the foundation of Paul Langhans’ Deutsche Erde in 1902. 
Deutsche Erde began humbly enough as a four page subsection in the back of the 
April 1901 issue of the Geographic Gazette (Geographische Anzeiger), designed to 
provide a brief overview for geography teachers of recent scholarly work related to the 
study of German nationality (figure 5.2 below).55  Modeled after similar literary reviews 
that also appeared in the Gazette, each edition covered some 20-30 items, ranging from 
maps to articles to books.  Entries were introduced based on geographical location (i.e., 
“West Prussia and Posen,” “Venice,” etc.) and included topics from both inside and 
outside of the German Empire, even far away colonies in places like Brazil.56 
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Figure 5.2: Langhans' review of ethnographic work “Deutsche Erde” as it first appeared in the pages 
of the Geographische Anzeiger (1901) 
 
By the end of 1901, however, it had received such a warm reception that its 
composer Paul Langhans announced plans to develop it into a full fledged journal, 
dedicated exclusively to the scientific study of “the Geography of the German people 
(deutsche Menschen) and their culture (Kultur)” (this would later be called 
“Deutschkunde”).  The journal would approach the question of nationality from an 
explicitly cultural perspective “irrespective of time and space (Raum),” drawing on a 
wide variety of disciplines for its material, including anthropology, ethnology, history, 
philology, folklore, statistics, economics, legal science or art history.  Like Petermanns 
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Mitteilungen (which Langhans would also edit after 1911), it was intended to strike a 
balance between scientific content and general comprehensibility, being “rigorously 
scientific,” but not “overly academic”; “comprehensible, but not popularized.”  Finally, as 
one of its major selling points, Langhans promised to add a special visual dimension to 
distinguish it from other national-ethnographic journals – colored ethnographic maps in 
every issue (indeed, to drive the importance of such images, this promise was actually 
underlined in the initial announcements for the journal).57  
The initial reaction to the new paper was for the most part positive despite the 
obvious competition it faced from other geographic and nationalist organs.  A review by 
W. Halbfass in the Journal of the Berlin Society for Geography (Zeitschrift der 
Gesellschaft für Erdkunde zu Berlin) in 1903 noted that it filled “a true gap in (existing) 
geographic literature” and recommended it “for everyone, especially though for libraries, 
schools and pedagogic organizations (Lehreverein) of all types.“58  The Geographic 
Gazette and Petermanns also ran supportive reviews (though both were also published by 
Perthes), and in 1903 the Geographic Journal began to list certain articles from Deutsche 
Erde in its scholarly journal overview.59   
After an initially slow start – Deutsche Erde sold just 800 copies in its inaugural 
year and only 1500 copies in 1905 – the journal experienced rapid growth in popularity, 
eventually becoming one of the most important sources for Deutschkunde in Germany 
before World War I. 60  By 1908, it had sold more than 75,000 copies, with more than 
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100,000 additional maps sold to other papers or organizations as well.61  Its geographic 
distribution was also quite impressive, reaching not only major German towns and cities 
and towns like Berlin and Vienna, but across Europe to London, Lisbon, Rome and 
Moscow (see figure 5.3 below).   
 
Figure 5.3: Map of Distribution of Deutsche Erde in Europe, 1902-1908 
 
The paper was also – perhaps somewhat surprising for a scientific journal – 
financially successful as well.  Its chief source of income lay not in the direct sale of 
issues (though this was obviously an important source of revenue), but in the further 
distribution of the maps manufactured by Langhans to fill out its pages.  In 1907, these 
map sales (Kartenvertrieb) brought in just under 5000 Marks – more than three times as 
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much as was earned from subscriptions alone.  Moreover, the paper also made a 
significant profit off of advertisements.62  Beginning in 1905, each twenty-four page issue 
was also accompanied by eight pages of ads, though in 1908 this would be cut back to 
three pages per issue.  These ranged from notices and appeals for financial support for 
sympathetic nationalist groups such as the Tyroler Volksbund to those of more 
mainstream companies like the Norddeutscher Lloyd shipping line or the Dresdner 
Bank.63  There were ads for books as well (including atlases published by Perthes) and 
for a wide range of consumer products like cigars, cameras, telephones, wine and spas.  
By February of 1908, Langhans was so overwhelmed by the demands of keeping up with 
the journal’s work that he began to complain of exhaustion and requested an assistant 
copyist in order to keep up with the pace of growth.64 
 Finally, paralleling this financial success was the development of Deutsche Erde’s 
reputation as a scientific journal of the first order.  By 1904, Langhans had successfully 
won the support of some of the German speaking world’s leading geographical and 
statistical experts, listing as contributors on the paper’s masthead (among others): 
-Otto Behaghel (Prof. of Philology, Gießen) 
-Gustav v. Bezold (dir. Germanic museum in Nuremberg) 
-Richard Böckh (head of the Berlin municipal statistical office) 
-Felix Dahn (Prof. of History, Breslau), 
-Theobald Fischer (Prof. of Geography, Marburg) 
-Siegmund Günther (Prof. of Geography, TH Munich), 
-Friedrich Hahn (Prof. of Geography, Königsberg), 
-Ernst Hasse (Prof. of Statistics, Leipzig), 
-Alfred Kirchhoff (Prof. of Geography, Halle), 
-Gustaf Kossina (Prof. of Archaeology, Berlin), 
-Karl Lamprecht (Prof of History, Leipzig), 
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-Georg von Mayr (Head of the Bavarian Statistical Bureau), 
-Eugen Mock (Prof. of Philology, Leipzig), 
-Joseph Partsch (Prof. of Geography, Leipzig), 
-Albrecht Penck (Prof. of Geography, Berlin), 
-Johannes Ranke (Prof. of Anthropology, Munich) 
-Hermann Wagner (Prof. of Geography, Göttingen).65   
 
In 1905, its reputation was high enough among geographic circles to convince members 
of the geographer’s Central Commission for the Scientific Geography of Germany not 
only to allow Langhans to place language on the title page suggesting an alliance between 
the two (the phrase “in collaboration with the Central Commission…” began to appear 
under the title), but in private discussions even led them to identify it as a possible 
medium for enhancing the publicity of their own efforts/organization.  “We would 
certainly become better known,” Albrecht Penck argued to his colleagues in a private 
circular memo from November 1905, “if our commission was named on each cover.”66 
 Part of the reason for the rather spectacular rise in the popularity of Deutsche 
Erde no doubt lay in the visuality of the material it contained – a feature that made it 
rather unique.  As promised, Langhans consistently delivered newly crafted color maps 
(most of which Langhans made himself) along with each issue.  As noted in chapter III, 
these maps and statistical tables had an enormous aesthetic value, enabling readers to 
actually see the nation in quantitative form – its size, location and strengths and 
weaknesses revealed in the most exact sense possible.  In addition, Deutsche Erde also 
supplemented these images with photographic ‘evidence’ of Deutschtum around the 
world.  In 1907 they began introducing each issue with a “Picture of a Leading 
                                               
65
 For a more complete list, see Brogiato, Wissen ist Macht, pp. 253-4 
66
 While Penck was obviously a supporter of Deutsche Erde and had already authorized the use of his name 
on its masthead (as had many of the other Zentralkommission members), his suggestions was supported by 
most of the other members of the committee, including Lehmann, Weigand, Saper, Regel, Pahde, Kann and 
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Germans,” which presented a short biography and a portrait of leading figures in 
nationality research (Böckh, Hasse) or leaders of German minority communities abroad 
(Joseph Titta of Bohemia, Franz Obert of the Siebenbürgendeutsche).67  Three years later 
this photographic element was expanded to include a series of “Kunstblätter” – postcard 
like pictures of towns or individuals who were representative of Deutschtum aborad.  A 
pair of images from 1910 showed a stout and serious “German couple from the ‘Seven 
Boroughs’,” holding hands just above an idyllic image of a small German town (Monte 
Rosa) in Italy (figure 5.5 below).68  Another from the following year brought a picture of 
the first German-language bible used in the United States (figure 5.4, below).69  More 
will be said about these cultural artifacts in the following chapter.  Here it is suffice to 
note the obvious appeal such objects could have as collector’s items, material for school 
walls or simply as personal objects that proved the vivacity of German communities 
abroad. 
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Figure 5.4 (above, left): A copy of the frontplate of the first German language bible published in 
America, reprinted as a "Kunstblatt" in Deutsche Erde (1911).  Figure 5.5 (above, right): picture of a 
couple from a German town in northern Italy, also printed in Deutsche Erde (1910) 
       
 
 Yet there was also a second factor that enabled Deutsche Erde to gain such a wide 
audience: the tireless efforts of Langhans to use existing institutions and social networks 
to help popularize and disseminate the journal.  Rather than simply releasing the journal 
or the statistical and cartographic information it contained out into the general public and 
relying on the unpredictability of market forces to drive circulation, Langhans pursued a 
common strategy found among nationalist organizations of seeking out influential 
individuals or organizations who could then use their respective influence to drive wider 
interest.70  If a regional leader of national organization or local librarian could be 
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convinced of the worth of one issue of Deutsche Erde, then there was a good chance that 
person might use their own influence to convince others of the need to subscribe, or 
failing that, at least could circulate the paper among a larger group, thus increasing its 
audience. 
 An example of this type of targeted marketing scheme can be seen in an ambitious 
1904 plan entitled “the further dissemination of the D.E.” located at the Perthes archive in 
Gotha.  The plan called for copies of the paper’s initial circular to be sent to 500 editors 
from popular journals across the German speaking world, with the further intention of 
sending out more than 50,000 supplemental prospectuses to other professional journals 
(geographic, business-oriented, linguistic and “national”).  In addition, 1,000 
complimentary copies of the first issue were to be given to regional leaders 
(Ortsgruppen-Geschäftsführer) of the Pan-German League, the German School Society 
and major nationalist organizations in Austria, which also included an insert suggesting 
they circulate the free issue among their membership.  Finally, Langhans also called for 
three to four “agitory speeches” (Agitations-Vorträge) per month in national or scholarly 
associations, which would introduce the goals and content of the paper to larger 
audiences.71   
Another strategy Langhans pursued to increase circulation and reception of the 
Deutsche Erde was the attempt to associate the journal as closely as possible with some 
of Germany’s leading academic figures, thus lending scholarly weight and prestige to his 
efforts.  We have already noted the presence of several prominent geographers such as 
Alfred Kirchoff, Albrecht Penck and Hermann Wagner on Deutsche Erde’s masthead, 
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despite the fact that these individuals actually had little to do with its day-to-day running, 
nor were they frequent contributors.  This situation was most likely the product of a 
personal agreement, made more as a sign of support for the paper and its goals than as an 
acceptance of professional responsibility.72   A similar situation led to the placement of 
the language indicating support from the Central Commission.  In 1905, Langhans used 
the commission’s interest in the publication of a special issue of Deutsche Erde dedicated 
to philological research on places names as an entry for creating a stronger nominal bond 
between the two.  Several months after trying to entice the commission to make a public 
call for scholarly research on the subject (the results of which were to be published in 
Deutsche Erde), Langhans requested permission to add the words “On behalf of the 
Central Commission for the Scientific Geography of Germany” to Deutsche Erde’s 
masthead, as if the content of the Deutsche Erde was produced by or at the request of this 
body of Germany’s leading geographers.  Led by Kirchoff the commission rejected this 
subtitle as misleading, but did agree to the addition of the words “in collaboration” 
described above, thereby stamping the Deutsche Erde with their legitimacy.73 
 Langhans’ efforts to affect a similar bonding between his paper and members of 
nationalist pressure organizations was also highly successful.  In order to enhance this 
relationship, Langhans successfully negotiated a series of contracts between their 
corporate bodies and Deutsche Erde, which promised a set amount of subscriptions at a 
reduced rate for the group in exchange for a small kickback.  In 1909 the Verein 
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Südmark, for example, received a discount of 4.80 Crowns per subscription, while also 
receiving between 0.60 – 1.20 Crowns per subscription depending on how many of their 
members subscribed to Deutsche Erde (the scale was between 250-500).  The agreement 
also pledged the mutual placement of advertisements in each organ as well as a short 
overview of the other paper’s content (an Inhaltsverzeichnis).  By 1914, Langhans had 
established such contracts with a number of influential pressure groups, including the 
Verein Nordmark, the Ostmarkverein, the Association for Germandom Abroad (formerly 
known as the School Society), the Pan-German League, the Deutschbund, the Higher 
Authority for German Deutsche Ethnography (Hochstift für Deutsche Volksforschung) 
and the Association for German Settlement and Migration (Vereinigung deutsche 
Siedlung und Wanderung).  He was also able to secure financial support from the 
Colonial Society as well, though no contract survives in the Perthes’ archive. 74   
Thus unlike other völkisch or nationalistic journals like Ludwig Woltmann’s 
Politisch-anthropologisch Revue or the Pan-Germans’ Alldeutsche Blätter – whose 
influence was somewhat marginalized by their perceived radicality or speculative basis – 
the Deutsche Erde was able to use existing institutional channels to develop its own 
authority as a scientific publication of the first order.  Its content was read and discussed 
by leading university professors, circulated through collaborative efforts with major 
professional associations like the Central Commission.  In time, it became a powerful 
organ, not only for disseminating knowledge about the location and condition of German 
nationality around the globe, but also as a means of establishing the scientific legitimacy 
of using demography to bring order to the chaotic world of nationality.  It helped 
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convince both dedicated and casual readers of the accuracy of statistical, census-based 
visions of the nation, shaping domestic perceptions of life along the language frontier. 
 
Points of Refraction 
 The transfer of national knowledge from the individual to the public sphere was 
not merely linear.  Once produced such information was often picked up by other groups 
or institutions that further circulated it.  Friends told friends about an interesting map or 
study they had seen, or showed colleagues an image of hard working co-nationalists in 
distant places like South America or the Volga region.  Academics and political activists 
cited the latest census reports in scholarly lectures or perhaps over beers at festive 
gatherings.  Students learning about geography in schools saw glimpses of the nation as a 
cultural body in their atlases and on the school wall and took away some sense of what 
the nation was and who might be a member of it.  In short, once cartographic or statistical 
knowledge was generated and publicized, the structural nature of the flow of information 
within the public sphere moved it virally between a series of institutional nodes that 
amplified its resonance. 
 Of course, the primary groups responsible for this reproduction and further 
distribution of such knowledge were nationalist pressure organizations like the Pan-
German League, the German School Society and German Language Association, whose 
ideological commitment to the cultural form of German nationality made them a natural 
partner in this endeavor.75  Moreover, the presence of leading demographers and 
cartographers within these organizations’ respective executives helped ensure the 
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existence of a friendly environment, where initial publications would be followed up by 
favorable book reviews and short articles recommending these products to their members.  
Finally, these nationalist pressure groups were also perfectly suited to serve as replication 
points, given that they were organized to disseminate information to the broader public as 
part of their respective agitory programs.76  Their ranks were filled with professors, 
teachers and book dealers who saw it as their national duty to educate the public on the 
vulnerabilities of the nation both home and abroad, recommending possible solutions for 
its defense.77  They therefore served as a natural conduit for the further circulation of the 
maps and statistical tables of nationality examined in this dissertation. 
 The most direct channel of communication between these movements and their 
membership were their newsletters, which functioned as forums for the discussion of 
group organization and ideology.  In addition, they also frequently carried news updates 
on a variety of topics deemed important to the national struggle, including recent studies 
of nationality.  Census results, for example, were frequently reported in organs like the 
Pan-Germans’ Alldeutsche Blätter, which in 1902 relayed the outcome of the 1900 
surveys in the Tyrol, Austria, the United States, the German Empire, Switzerland, 
Belgium and Russia, with a special focus on the growth or decline of German 
communities in these states or provinces.  Sometimes these findings appeared as raw 
statistical tables in the short notice sections (“kleine Mitteilungen), while in others they 
were given more attention and accompanied by articles commenting on particular 
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regional developments.78  The Alldeutsche Blätter issue for the week of 19 April 1902 
even made a commentary on recent results from Belgium its lead article (“Reflections of 
a Flamand”) on the Results of the Last Census in Belgium”), highlighting the prominence 
demographic studies of nationality had within these nationalist movements.79  To 
supplement these rather limited and at times overly technical pieces (censuses only took 
place once per decade), the papers also published on a regular basis more analytic articles 
by demographers who explained long term patterns for specific areas of nationality 
conflict.80 
 The publication of these statistical surveys resonated deeply among the nationalist 
audience that read these papers, to the extent that demographic articles sometimes 
prompted wider discussions about the specific contours of the German nation and the 
most accurate way of measuring its changes.  One rather prominent example of this type 
of ripple effect, for example, can be seen in a debate over the relationship between 
German and Swiss nationality that broke out at the end of 1894 in the pages of the 
Alldeutsche Blätter.  The trouble began when one “AF” wrote a critical review of a recent 
demographic work published by Johannes Zemmrich that concluded that the French and 
German populations of Switzerland were increasing in equilibrium with one another and 
that it was the Germans who were expanding their geographic domain at the cost of the 
French.  “AF” responded by calling these conclusions “falsehoods,” asserting that 
Zemmrich had failed to account for the German losses caused by migration into French 
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areas, where Germans supposedly lost their national consciousness (meanwhile the 
French, he claimed, did not do so in German areas).  What followed was not only a 
debate over methodology and analysis between demographers, but also a series of side 
commentaries that tried to flush out the actual relationship between Swiss and German 
forms of national belonging.  The Swiss German G. Kr., for example, wrote a letter to the 
paper arguing that political differences affected the national relationship between 
Germans inside and outside of the Reich, while prominent Pan-Germans like Hermann 
von Pfister-Schwaighausen and Theodor Reisman-Grone stressed the superiority of 
culture over politics when it came to national identity.81 
 In addition to direct discussions prompted by articles, the pressure groups’ 
journals also supplied information indirectly by pointing out other sources of knowledge 
(mostly books) that would further enhance their readerships’ understanding of 
nationality-related issues.  Recommended reading sections often featured entries on 
statistical material and surveys of nationality, such as Heinrich Rauchberg’s The National 
Territory of Bohemia (1905).82  In general they provided a brief summary of the work’s 
major argument, sometimes supplementing this with excerpts or statistical tables.83  
Occasionally reviews were critical, describing certain studies as “dry statistics” that were 
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inappropriate “for circulation in wider circles.”84  They also reviewed other journals, 
including the Deutsche Erde, which they heartily recommended.85  In fact, the School 
Society actually pointed its readers to the Deutsche Erde back in 1901, when it was still a 
subsection of the Geographic Gazette.86  In another clear gesture of support the 
Alldeutsche Blätter directly republished articles from Deutsche Erde to help drive up 
interest in it among its own readership (it should be pointed out that these developments 
occurred before the establishment of the contractual relationships described above).87  
Finally, the review sections also highlighted useful cartographic productions like 
Rauchberg’s Ethnographic Map of Bohemia (1905), and Langhans’ Colonial-Atlas 
(1897).88  Of course, as we have seen Langhans’ Pan-German Atlas also received a very 
positive review, with Hasse recommending that be procured for “all public libraries” and 
used as “instructional material for German language and history education in all German 
middle schools.”89 
 Alongside these internal efforts to circulate demographic knowledge the pressure 
groups also carried out a number of activities designed to generate support for the 
national cause among the general public.  We have seen at the start of this chapter how 
the School Society tried to disseminate Heinrich Nabert’s and Heinrich Kiepert’s 
respective ethnographic maps of Europe to the general public.  In addition to these 
efforts, smaller, more geographically or topically specific maps were also offered through 
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publishing houses like Perthes for prices ranging from 40 Pfennig to 2 Marks.90  Maps 
were also sold at cultural functions with varying degrees of success.  A review of a 
summer festival put on by the School Society’s Frankfurt a.M. chapter in 1893, for 
example, noted that the “considerable sale of maps” had saved the event from financial 
ruin caused by heavy rains.  Yet just a year later, a report from a group in Zwönitz 
(Saxony) would lament that the only people buying books and maps at their “German 
Volksfest” were “connoisseurs” – presumably a limited market.91  Who the people were 
that purchased these maps at such cultural events and what they did with them when they 
got home is unclear, but we can safely assume that they were shown to a broader 
audience than just those who purchased them. 
For its part, the Pan-German League also sought to influence the public through 
cartographic representations such as the Pan-German Atlas, which as we have seen was 
offered at the affordable price of just one mark.  Simultaneously they also published a 
number of demographic and historical pamphlets of German nationality in regions of 
conflict such as Switzerland, Alsace, Hungary, the Tyrol and Russia as part of their 
Struggle for Germandom (Kampf um das Deutschtum) series issued by the J.F. Lehmann 
Verlag in Munich.92  Along with their narrative content, studies such as Jacob Hunziker’s 
Switzerland (1898) or Theodor Baßler’s Germandom in Russia (1911) also provided the 
most recent census data on nationality, in terms of both a broad overview (i.e. how many 
people and of what nationality lived in each territory) and as a device for better defining 
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localities.93  Exact population figures were given for small ‘German’ towns on the Volga 
such as Norka (13416), Frank (11,700), Baltzer (10,302) and Grimm (10,761), making 
them seem more like real places and helping readers to develop spatial expectations of 
what they might actually look like.94  Other pamphlets in the series also contained color 
maps of the language frontier, which also helped readers establish expectations about 
which nationality controlled what territory (an example of this type of map can be seen 
below in figure 5.6).95  Finally, many of these pamphlets were actually based on public 
lectures, which the pressure groups used to try to “educate” the public about nationality-
related developments both inside and outside of the Reich.  Not surprisingly, statistics 
(and probably maps as well) also played a key role in these efforts.96 
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Figure 5.6: Ethno-lingusitic map of Switzerland taken from Jacon Hunziker's, Switzerland: mit einer 
Sprachkarte (1898), part of the Pan-Germans' Kampf um das Deutschtum Series 
  
 Another key institution that helped circulate and authenticate statistical and 
cartographic knowledge about the nation was the school, where geographic pedagogy and 
patriotism were closely intertwined with one another.97  Here atlases and wall maps 
prepared by professional geographers served as the principle agents of circulation, 
presenting ethno-linguistic images of the nation to pupils in a format that seemed 
scientific.  Students leafing through copies of popularly assigned works such as Ernst 
Debes’ School Atlas for Higher Level Academies (pictured below in figure 5.7), Heinrich 
Fischer’s School Atlas for Beginners and Middle Levels or Sydow-Wagners Systematic 
School Atlas encountered ethnographic maps alongside more traditional political and 
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physical geographies, making them seem equivalent in terms of the reliability of the 
representations they made about the location of natural phenomena.98  The classroom 
could also contribute to this process, placing students and ethnographic representations 
together in an environment that was supposedly politically neutral and objective in 
nature.  Students viewing a wall map of Central Europe such as that produced by Kiepert 
or Langhans, for example, could reasonably assume that they were true reflections of 
social reality, given that they had been approved by a series of administrative and 
pedagogic authorities – none more important than the teacher, the man or woman charged 
with providing them useful knowledge in the first place.99   
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Figure 5.7: Map of "Peoples and Languages of Europe" taken from Ernst Debes' School Atlas for 
Higher Level Academies (1889).  The atlas also contained a map of central Europe according to 
nationality, as well as one with a global orientation. 
 
  The private publishing market also helped establish the scientific legitimacy of 
ethnographic maps by representing them as artifacts produced from within the 
mainstream of the geographical establishment.  Here journals such as Alfred Hölder’s 
Journal for School Geography (Zeitschrift für Schul-Geographie, f. 1879) and the Perthes 
firm’s Geographic Gazette (f. 1900) played a key role, providing readers with updates on 
“the newest researches and developments through concise presentations” – which 
generally speaking often included positive reviews of ethnographic maps.100  They also 
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featured extensive bibliographies, informing teachers from across the German speaking 
world of the existence of wide body of literature that professionals assumed that their 
colleagues should know about.  Framed in such terms, it was only natural to think of 
them as serious efforts that were credible reflections of social realities. 
 
Conclusion: Circulation, Legitimacy and Science 
 Bruno Latour once noted that a “document becomes scientific when it claims to 
stop being isolated.”101  It is safe to say that by the end of the nineteenth century the 
genre of statistically-based ethnographic maps examined in this dissertation had crossed 
this threshold.  From their humble origins on the drawing pad of a Kiepert, a Nabert or 
even a Langhans, these devices experienced a wide and brisk circulation, passing through 
a variety of individuals and organizations as they made their way through the public 
sphere.  As they did so, they acquired at each stage a small degree of legitimacy from the 
various authorities whose hands they passed through.  Each time a teacher or 
administrator incorporated an atlas or wall map into their curriculum, each time a 
publisher included a demographic study in a bibliography of useful knowledge, they 
implicitly affirmed the scientific basis of these works.  Presumably experts such as the 
Prussian minister of education or the head of the most powerful geographical publishing 
firm in Germany (Perthes) knew a thing or two about the subjects of their offices or 
professions, and could reasonably be expected to filter out instances of dilettantism or 
speculation.  They could be trusted evaluate the accuracy of such works on behalf of the 
general public.  In short then, all these nodal points that reflected and refracted 
demographic studies essentially confirmed the promise of believability created over the 
                                               
101
 Latour, Science in Action, p. 33 
 262 
previous half century by method, form of representation and historical precedent.  In the 
eyes of many German then, they became true reflections of the reality of life in distant 
places and along the language frontier.  
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“It is the responsibility of the Germans in the Empire to supply their besieged countrymen through word 
and deed with vigorous support” – Historian Wilhelm Wattenbach (1882)1 
 
“It would be of the highest value for our kinsmen (Volksstamm) in the south and southeast, if more and 
more of these travelers would be led to search out the outposts of German culture, and in doing so, cement 
new bonds of personal familiarity and understanding”  – Dr. G. (1882)2 
 
“There would be no stronger [national] bond than that which springs from the hearts of children.” – poet 
and activist Karl Pröll (1896)3 
 
VI. Defending Germans: Strategies of 
Intervention  
 
Maps, tables, graphs – over the course of the previous five chapters we have seen 
the development and circulation of powerful devices for measuring and representing 
nationality, giving Germans practical answers to difficult and long-asked questions about 
who was “German” and where “Germany” was located.  But what did it all mean for 
those who viewed them?  How did looking at an ethnographic map actually effect the 
behavior of a teacher from Dresden or a publicist from Strasbourg?  Did it contribute to 
the radicalization of European politics and nationalism at the end of the nineteenth 
century, convincing the undecided of the supremacy of cultural over political forms of 
loyalty to the nation?  Did it awaken imperial fantasies of German expansion, 
conceptually preparing the ground for an aggressive and annexationist Nazi foreign 
policy? 
Unfortunately, the question of reception is notoriously difficult to answer, 
wrapped up in individual and often unrecorded experiences.  How long did a particular 
delegate actually look at Kiepert’s wall map at the 1887 annual meeting in Wiesebaden?  
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Did they calmly survey its many parts, starring intently at the exact course of the 
language frontier in Bohemia or the Tyrol?  Or were they busy talking to a colleague 
about more mundane subjects such as the opening speech, the previous night’s revelry or 
even the weather?  Did students learning about geography in schools really care about 
where each little pink mark of Germandom was placed in their atlas, or was this 
representation as insignificant to them as the location of temperature graduation in Asia 
or South America?   
Obviously there is no uniform set of answers to these questions.  Individuals 
reacted in varying and difficult to predict ways to their encounters with these images, 
mixing the knowledge they were presented on maps and in statistical tables with their 
own personal understandings about nationality.4  Yet we do know that various nationalist 
organizations held these images to be accurate representations of reality, using them to 
plan and evaluate the effectiveness of their respective agitory efforts.  We can therefore 
get some sense of the question of reception by looking at the ways in which ideology and 
social practice intersected with respect to places and peoples claimed as German on the 
map.  To put this in more metaphorical terms, having established that demographic 
science provided the playing field for the nationalist game, we can win some idea of how 
this framework effected their thinking by looking at the rules they developed for playing 
upon it. 
This chapter examines the strategies of intervention developed by nationalist 
activists to transform the promises of national commonality made by ethnographic maps 
and statistical tables into a daily reality, showing how such actions fit within traditional 
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nineteenth century patterns of German civic life.  It begins with an examination of the 
ways they pixilated the nation, showing how news reports, travel narratives and visual 
images were used to give texture to the abstract spaces depicted as “German” outside the 
German Empire or Austria proper.  I then look at efforts to create stronger, more personal 
links between metropole and periphery, as persons dedicated to the defense of the nation 
began to make personal commitments to their supposed comrades in far away lands.  
Here material culture, charity networks and travel all played a significant role, enabling 
individuals to participate in nationality conflicts outside of the framework of traditional 
state politics.   
This development, I argue, was enormously significant for the radicalization of 
nationalist politics in the latter third of the nineteenth century, freeing activists from the 
limitations imposed by the day to day realities imposed by practical governance.  No 
longer would they be subject to the will of more conservative statesmen like Bismarck, 
nor did they have to wait for moments of political breakdown (1848, 1870) to rebuild the 
existing political order around their idealized visions.  Action could be taken directly and 
immediately on behalf of the nation, by teachers, bankers and merchants as well as 
formal politicians or soldiers.  It could be taken through small gestures such as a 
charitable donation or a summer trip spent hiking through the mountains.  In short, 
nationalism could be practiced within the private sphere, in a way that was seen as 
meaningful but that did not require substantial changes in bourgeois behaviors.  It could 
become “radical” without being overtly revolutionary. 
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Pixilating the Kulturnation 
 
 Maps and statistical tables of nationality like those advanced by the German 
School Society provided a variety of claims over various peoples and places as locations 
of German national belonging.  Yet these images were limited in the amount of 
information they could convey.  The casual observer gazing at Heinrich Kiepert’s 
Overview of the Spread of the Germans in Europe at the German School Society’s annual 
meeting in 1886 could easily see that large communities of “Germans” lived in distant 
places such as along the Danube or Volga rivers.  But what kind of Germans were these?  
After all, German national identity in the latter half of the nineteenth century was highly 
particular, with each tribe or Stamm exhibiting distinct regional characteristics.  Here 
maps and statistical tables were not so helpful, incapable of providing definition and 
context.  Thus it remained for nationalist activist to fill in these blanks, to provide the 
names, dates and above all else the faces that would truly make these areas seem like 
parts of the German nation. 
 The first step in achieving such definition was, of course, to provide readers with 
details about these diasporic German communities – what they looked like, how they 
lived, what their local customs were, etc.  As we saw in chapter I, this process was 
already well underway before unification. 5  Journals like the Preussische Jahrbücher and 
Die Gartenlaube circulated ethnographic reports on distant German communities, 
relaying information about local geography, dress and custom that could be used to build 
mental maps of far away places.  In addition, they also supplied stories on recent events 
or challenges, helping to engender a sense of familiarity or empathy between readers and 
their national brethren.   
                                               
5
 See chapter I, pp. 58-59 
 267 
Not surprisingly, nationalist organizations also carried out similar activities in the 
years after unification.  Stories of visits to the language frontier or to the far outposts of 
Germandom appeared regularly within the newsletters of the German School Society and 
the Pan-German League, as well as later in the pages of Deutsche Erde.  Individual 
activists also circulated such reports, publishing them even in local newspapers.  Perhaps 
the most outstanding example of one of these individual nationalist ethnographers was 
the Frankfurt neurologist August Lotz, a member of the Frankfurt Association for 
Geography (Frankfurt Verein für Geographie) who later played a key role in the 
development of the Austrian variant of the German School Society.  Writing under the 
pseudonym “Dr. Mupperg,” Lotz worked tirelessly to try to illuminate conditions in areas 
of language conflict, personally visiting almost every major German ethnic community in 
Europe.  His articles appeared in a variety of popular newspapers, including the 
Augsburgischen Allgemeinen Zeitung, Neues Reich, the Kölnischen Zeitung, Export, the 
National Zeitung and the Vossischen Zeitung (he was also frequently published in the 
School Society’s official newsletter the Correspondenzblatt des Allgemeine Deutsche 
Schulverein as well).6 
 Part of the reason these articles were so popular was their narrative style, which 
lay somewhere between a travel diary and short novella.  They were usually told through 
the first person, with the authors acting more like tour guides than neutral observers.  In 
addition to basic ethnographic and geographic information, they also provided a high 
degree of personal detail.  Exact travel routes were laid out, along with the times (in 
hours) and methods (usually via wagon, but sometimes by train) taken to reach a 
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particular destination.  They often listed the names and/or professions of the people they 
met, recounting friendly encounters with an alderman Eymer or a schoolmaster Lang, for 
example.7  Personal anecdotes or regional particularities also received a prominent place, 
making the Auslandsdeutschtum’s national characteristics seem no different than what 
one might find in Germans from a neighboring region.  The author of one article on 
Volga colonists, for example, revealed some of the colloquial sayings he had learned 
about during a visit to the region, while also making the observation that many of the 
farmers he encountered sitting on benches outside their homes looked like the “middle 
German farmer-types.”8  Authors commented on minutia such as the weather (“for the 
summer months it’s too warm in Neumarkt!  But to stay there over winter would be 
perfect”), pointing out not only the existence or location of certain notable buildings but 
also describing their quality as well.  Lotz remarked that Neumarkt’s “The Lumberjack’s 
Post” (Die Post von Holzknecht) tavern was “excellent and very cheap” – a slightly better 
recommendation than he gave the “not too terrible inn” that he had come across in the 
Warte region.9  All this colloquial language helped make these stories more accessible to 
a wider, non-specialized audience, seeming more a form of entertainment than dry 
ethnography. 
 Of course these articles also included a significant amount of ethnographic detail, 
which helped readers develop concrete images of what “frontier life” was like.  
Descriptions usually began with the physical landscape, with authors marveling at both 
the natural beauty of these areas as well as the traces of German historical belonging that 
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could be found in the surrounding architecture.10  Tourist destinations were pointed out, 
with an especial emphasis on monuments that implied an established German presence.  
One article by Lotz on the town of Neumarkt in the Tyrol, for example, highlighted the 
existence of several “lovely excursions” that beckoned to potential tourists, including a 
series of local castles and medieval ruins.  The author also called special attention to the 
“confederate castle” (Bündnißburg) atop a nearby 1300’ foot mountain, whose name was 
supposedly derived from a Roman-Longbard peace treaty that was signed in ancient 
times.11 
Buildings too were described in great detail, so that readers could get an exact 
idea of the dimensions of the various pieces that made up a given settlement.  An essay 
by E. Dahn revealed that Nürschau’s German school (in Bohemia) held enough space for 
six classrooms and a kindergarten, while another proudly related that a German language 
school in Antwerp was up to “all modern specifications”: eight classrooms, an 
auditorium, a meeting room, one house for the director and four houses for teachers.  
Additional construction was also underway for a gymnasium (“Turnsaal”), housing for 
one more teacher and housing for the school staff (“Schuldiener”).12 
 As technological improvements made visual imagery easier to reproduce, 
photographic images also began to complement lectures or articles as devices that helped 
define distant areas of German settlement.  By 1907, Deutsche Erde began to include a 
range of photographs within its demographic articles, which enhanced the overall 
believability of its ethnographic reports.  Images like the street scene of Bielitz in Galicia 
(figure 6.1 below), for example, placed the reader directly in a diasporic German 
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community, giving them a first person perspective on what these contested areas actually 
looked like. 
 
 
Figure 6.1: Picture of the German-Austrian border near Bielitz, excerpted from the pages of the 
demographic journal Deutsche Erde (1910) 
 
Most of these pictures took buildings of importance to the national struggle like churches 
and schools as their subjects, such as the Kaiser Franz Josef Evangelical Jubilee School 
pictured below (figure 6.2).13  Others such as the panorama of the village Heltau in the 
Siebenbürgen provided breathtaking overviews of entire towns, potentially enticing 
nationally-minded tourists to pay a personal visit (figure 6.3).14   
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Figure 6.2: A nationalist-supported school along the language frontier, excerpted from Deutsche Erde 
(1914). 
 
 
Figure 6.3: overview of the Siebenbürg-Saxon village of Weberdorf, exceprted from Deutsche Erde 
(1910).  Note the postcard-like quality. 
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In addition to their circulation through journals, these photographs of the language 
frontier were also distributed to wider audiences through other types of media.  After 
1910 the Deutsche Erde began packaging images as separate “Kunstblätter,” which could 
easily be torn out and circulated or placed on school walls or bookshelves.  A more 
comprehensive image presentation was achieved through the beginning of ethnographic 
slide shows in the first decade of the twentieth century, which could be combined with 
lectures to give large audiences vivid pictures of far away German communities.  In 
1905, the Saxon (state) chapter of the German School Association put together one such 
collection, which contained 150 photographs of German communities in Bohemia, the 
German Alps and the Siebenbürgen.  Showings were held in Dresden and Lößnitz, and 
the projector was made available to other chapters as well.15 
 Of course people made up the most important part of these ethnographic voyages.  
Demographic travelers filled their landscapes with a colorful cast of characters that 
helped illuminate the moral stakes of the conflicts supposedly going on there.  At the 
center of these stories were the Auslandsdeutschtum themselves, who were divided into 
categories of unfortunate victims and loyal resistors.  In the first group came the 
individuals who had been “lost” to the German nation, either through their own 
unawareness or as a result of “foreign” scheming that caused them to use a language 
other than German.  Commentators often recalled encountering children whose racial 
appearances (blond hair, blue eyes) marked them as “Germans,” but who were unable to 
speak their supposed mother tongue.16  Attitudes towards these “apostates” were mixed.  
                                               
15
 Many of the images were actually gathered by local nationalist leaders.  See Korschelt, “Wanderungen an 
der westböhmischen Sprachgrenze,” pp. 6-7 
16
 Lotz, “Reiseberichte aus Süd-Tirol I,” p. 10; Hermann Nabert, “Ein Besuch von Ornavasso und Rimella 
in Piedmont,” DE 4. (1905), p. 60 
 273 
Hermann Nabert recalled a friendly afternoon spent drinking wine with an old man from 
the small village of Ornavasso in the Piedmont who could only remember a handful of 
German words: yes, no, dog, milk, stone, wine and house.  Nabert laid the blame for this 
not on the man himself, but on the church, who had “avidly” (eifrig) driven the process of 
“de-nationalization” (Entdeutschung) forward at the end of the eighteenth century.17  
Lotz, however, tended to blame the local Germans for this development, lamenting 
during a separate trip to the Tyrol that it was “often the Germans themselves who…fired 
these arrows (at the German national corpus).”18 
 Alongside these encounters with signs of national loss were also positive images 
of loyal Germans, “true German children” who had consciously tried to maintained their 
national identity in the Diaspora.19  Ethnographic reports often included short anecdotes 
or testimonies by “ordinary” ethnic Germans – farmers and clergy who expressed support 
for nationalist activities.  On his visit to the Bohemian village of Golnatsch, for example, 
Lotz reported talking to a priest who claimed that the introduction of German into church 
services would all but end the threat of Czechification. If such an action were taken, he 
(the priest) happily declared: “in just a half year the hen would cease to cackle.”  Lotz 
was also happy to meet an innkeeper’s wife from the same town, who proudly informed 
him that the village’s children were all being sent to the near by town of Bedol to attend a 
German school.20 
 No good story is complete without a villain, of course, and it is therefore not 
surprising that the unscrupulous enemies of Germandom were also mentioned in the 
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reports.  Most these appearances were abstract in nature, so that commentators merely 
noted the existence of Czech, Italian or Slovene machinations to hamper German 
nationalist efforts.  E. Dahn, for example, reported hearing on his journey through 
Bohemia that a nationalist festival in Trebnitz had been cancelled “on account of the 
profound uproar of the Czech population,” while Lotz complained that the “quibbling 
Welsh” (a derogatory term used for Romanians) were trying to disrupt German activities 
in the south Tyrol.21  Another report by Josef Titta in Bohemia informed readers that 
Czech activists had defiled the gravestones of Prussian soldiers killed in 1866.22 
Occasionally, however, authors did relay anecdotes of face to face contact (though these 
were often second hand).  An 1884 article reported an unfortunate encounter between a 
German innkeeper and a Czech glassmaker.  When the former politely told the latter that 
he did not speak Czech, the latter supposedly had responded by yelling at him: “go back 
to Germany and look for your bread there, if you don’t want to learn Czech!”23 
 The last actors in these dramas were naturally the narrators themselves, who 
portrayed nationalist activities as both welcome and successful.  Narrators were always 
greeted with enthusiasm – especially by children who loved to read or hear from books 
donated by Reichsdeutsche or Austrians.24  One correspondent reported being approached 
by a young boy and girl upon his entry into the small village of Steinaujezd in Bohemia, 
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who promptly expressed their gratitude for the support of the German School Society.25  
They were also more than happy to congratulate themselves, playing up the meaning and 
effect of their own service in the name of the nation.  Moritz Gehre, for example, went so 
far as to declare that “the effectiveness of the Viennese German School Society had in 
many places” near the encleave of Schönhengster “brought the threatening Czechification   
to a halt.”26 
  Exactly how “accurate” these stories were is questionable.  Certainly they were 
highly crafted products, designed not only to elucidate life on the language frontier but 
also to confirm pre-conceived ideological notions.  As Pieter Judson has recently noted 
nationalist newspapers “gave a compelling narrative structure to…local incidents” that 
proved the existence of deep-seated nationality conflicts.27  The articles carried out a 
pedagogic function, “reinforce[ing] and document[ing] collective beliefs” – especially the 
idea that these areas were rife with nationality conflict (i.e. oppressed Germans who 
required assistance) and that the distance between national categories was absolute and 
easily recognizable.28 
Ethnographic travel reports were not the only means used by nationalist activists 
to bring the distant spaces of the map to life.  Another tactic was to highlight the 
existence of parallel “German” nationalist movements within these areas of conflict, 
whose political and cultural agitation was then claimed as work on behalf of the entire 
German nation.  Here the Flemish movement in Belgium (which was the best organized) 
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received the most attention, with nationalist newspapers like the Alldeutsche Blätter 
reporting on gatherings such as the Flemish National Council (Vlaamische Volksrad, 
1894), the General Dutch Language Gathering (allgemeine Niederländische Sprachtag, 
1896) and the Dutch Language Congress (niederländische Sprach-kongreß, 1900).29  By 
the mid-1890s the Pan-German League began to develop active links to the Flemish 
movement, inviting major Flemish nationalists to speak at the Pan-German’s own annual 
conventions and advising Pan-German readers to subscribe to the Flemish nationalist 
journal Germania.30   
Similar attempts were also made for German nationalist movements in places like 
the Baltic regions of Russia and the Siebenbürgen community in Romania.31  Here 
coverage tended to focus more on individuals rather than on organizations, extolling them 
for their heroic efforts in defense (or support) of their local communities.32  They usually 
focused on figures like clergymen or school teachers and presented an idealized 
bourgeois life of patriotism and achievement. The men described (and they were all men) 
were almost always well educated, played an active role in the civic life of their local 
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communities and made some contribution to the greater nationalists cause, either through 
the foundation of new schools or historical or anthropological research.  Typical was the 
1907 biography of Franz Obert, a priest in the town of Kronstadt and an important 
nationalist leader of the Siebenbürgen Saxons.  Active in the field of education, his 
achievements included the foundation of a “religious-pedagogic” newspaper, authorship 
of several books and essays, an ethnographic wall map, a local calendar, service in the 
local government as a delegate in the Hermannstadt Diet and organizer of a “Saxon day” 
for the small town of Mediasch.33  Articles honoring Georg Daniel Teutsch and Josef 
Haltrich of the Siebenbürgen Germans, on the other hand, stressed their literary 
achievements, which had provided the “Mother-volk” with “a colorful picture” of “the 
whole life, the thinking and feeling of the ancestors.”34   
Like the ethnographic travel reports, these articles also had a self-congratulatory 
or circular element to them; nationalist activists praised German leaders in the Diaspora 
for circulating knowledge about the cultural nation and for being active participants in 
nationality struggles – the same activities they themselves were doing by writing these 
articles.  Indeed, the “Portraits of Leading Germans” series in the pages of Deutsche Erde 
actually intertwined profiles of prominent nationalist leaders from inside and outside of 
the Reich, including figures who were frequent contributors to the journal such as Ernst 
Hasse, Hans Witte and Johannes Zemmrich.35 
 Underlining these profiles of both people and places in nationalist journals was a 
steady stream of news that built up a continuous and “real time” image of life among 
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Auslandsdeutschtum communities.  Sometimes this information was passed along rather 
haphazardly through short notices (“Kleine Mitteilungen”) or informal articles such as 
“from the Baltic provinces” or “on conditions of the Germans in Bohemia,” while in 
other instances the papers started more consistent series like “the latest from Germandon 
from all the corners of the earth” and “from the national battlefields” to keep readers 
informed of the latest developments.36  The articles covered a wide swath of geographic 
territory, including not only traditional areas of German nationalist activity such as the 
Tyrol, Bohemia, Switzerland and Baltic Russia but as we have seen also often covered 
conflicts in Belgium and South Africa (Boers) as well.37 
They also covered a wide range of subjects, with depictions of the nationality 
struggle itself taking center stage.  Politics was, of course, a frequent topic of interest, 
with journals like the Alldeutsche Blätter frequently passing along news regarding 
changes to language laws, noteworthy parliamentary debates and new education 
policies.38  The outbreak of hostilities in South Africa in 1895 and then again in 1899 was 
also covered in detail as an event of great relevance.39  Cultural items too had a 
prominent place, with frequent reports of repression and hostility similar to the anecdotes 
contained in the previously described ethnographic travel reports.  One especially sinister 
plot revealed by the Pan-Germans involved a supposed plan by Czech brewers in Prague 
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to funnel profits to the Czech version of the school society, which would not only fund 
anti-German forces but also drive out their chief German competition as well.40  Not all 
of these cultural news briefs were so dark; the articles also celebrated the cultural 
achievements of the Auslandsdeutschtum such as the building of a Hermann statute in 
New Ulm, Minnesota or the celebration(s) of the battle of Golden Spurs in Belgium.41 
 
Building the Nation 
 
 To read articles about “German” achievements in distant lands was all well and 
good – and as we have seen had tendency to confirm previously developed ideological 
assumptions.  Cultural nationalists opened the most recent copies of their pages of their 
Alldeutsche Blätter or Deutsche Erde and found riveting stories of nationality conflict 
alongside inspiring tales of hard working co-nationals doing their best to defend the 
nation.  But how significant were these actions, considering they only involved the 
establishment of indirect links to the broader national community?  Reading a newspaper 
involved little personal commitment – just a handful of Marks a year and a little time 
spent looking at the paper in a study or at a pub.  Did looking at all these articles, maps 
and statistical tables have more significant effects, such as on the daily lives of the 
individuals that imbued them with such important national meaning?   
The impact of these images on individual behavior is difficult to quantify.  Yet 
they undoubtedly evoked some feelings of national solidarity from the Germans who saw 
them – sentiment that went beyond mere expressions of sympathy.  Cultural nationalist 
showed a deeper commitment to making the abstract spaces on the map real through three 
                                               
40
 “Das Bier im Kampf um die Nationalität,” ADV Bl. 14. (1904), p. 23 ff. 
41
 “deutsches und undeutsches,” ADV Bl. 3. (1893), p. 134; ADV Bl. 5. (1895), p. 144; “Ein deutscher 
Ruhmestag,” DiA 21. (Aug. 1902), p. 129 
 280 
primary techniques: 1) by surrounding themselves with symbols of the greater German 
national community they claimed to be a part of, 2) by participating in charity networks 
that emphasized a Reichsdeutsch- and Austrian presence in the daily lives of their co-
national brethren and 3) by developing a nationally minded travel culture that would 
produce personal connections between “Germans” across political and geographic 
boundaries. 
 
One of the more interesting (and less discussed) facets of life within nationalist 
organizations was the importance social experience played in their everyday operations.  
To be a Pan-German or a School Society member was about more than just political 
agitation and the development of political programs, but also included a strong 
commitment to realizing in their every day lives the classes patriotic community 
imagined by their ideology.  While the national organization obviously played a key role 
in directing group activities, for most cultural nationalists the local chapters were the 
center of association life, built around social activities such as the weekly Stammtisch or 
the “German Evening.”42  Meetings were, of course, filled with formal business – reports 
by committee chairmen, voting on resolutions, lectures on matters of ideological 
importance, etc., but they were also opportunities to catch-up with friends and colleagues 
while affirming common ideological perspectives.  Patriotic songs, poems, music and 
short plays (for which they even sometimes put on costumes) helped break through a 
potentially stuffy atmosphere, adding an entertainment value to the night’s activities (by 
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1905 slides and motion pictures were added as well).43  Alcohol was also often present, 
with meeting halls arranged so that member could sit at tables and drink and smoke.44 
Material culture also played a key role in this social side of nationalist life.  
Organizations like the Pan-German League and the German School Society sold 
postcards, pictures, matchbooks and other sort of kitsch – symbolic representations that 
members could use to broadcast their political and social allegiances.45  Books and maps 
too were material symbols of one’s national commitment, declaring to visitors that their 
owners were knowledgeable about important nationalist subjects.   
Not surprisingly, symbols and representations of the broader German ethno-
cultural community had a prominent place within this milieu.  Pan-Germans and School 
Society members prized books from the Auslandsdeutschum, especially local histories 
and literary anthologies that helped further define the particular cultural aspects of 
diaspora “German” communities.  Articles appeared regularly in nationalist newspapers 
recommending poetry collections such as Adosanus Valerius’ seventeenth century Old 
Dutch Folksongs (edited by Julius Röntgen and translated by Karl Budde in 1902) or Karl 
Pröll’s collection of Austrian war poems: Petrels: German-national Battles (1888).46  
“Great” artist of the Auslandsdeutschum such as the Flemish poets Klaus Groth and 
Emanuel Hiel were honored with special profiles, arguing that their works had a place 
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next to those of the more familiar Goethe or Schiller on the bookshelf of any truly 
dedicated nationalist.47 
 Perhaps no event brought out this demand for material culture better than the Boer 
war of 1899.  Within weeks of the outbreak of hostilities, the Boer consulate was flooded 
with requests for Boer postcards and stamps, as well as pictures and autographs of Boer 
leaders like Paul Krüger.48  A couple months later an enterprising company even began 
minting a special set of Boer collector’s coins that featured Krüger’s portrait on one side, 
an oak branch intertwined with an orange leaf on the other (this symbolism was meant to 
show “the primordial German descent of the Boers”).49  In 1902 the Pan-German League 
itself tried to capitalize on this enthusiasm for kitsch, selling autographed pictures of 
visiting Boer generals.50 
 A second approach towards creating more substantial bonds between different 
groups of “Germans” was the creation of charity networks, which would enable the more 
prosperous Germans living within the German Empire or in Austria to support smaller, 
less economically advanced groups along the language frontier.  The bulk of these 
charitable activities were built around issues related to education – hardly surprising 
given the close role cultural nationalists placed upon the intersection of culture, language 
and nationality.  Here the School Society played the most prominent role, offering 
financial support for the construction and operation of German language schools in areas 
of mixed nationality.51  Already by February of 1881 this organization had already 
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founded or supported forty one schools in the Diaspora, and by 1914 this total would 
reach one hundred and fifty-two schools built, four hundred and ten under support and 
financial backing provided for one hundred and sixty kindergartens.52  They also 
collected books, maps and copies of patriotic magazines such as Die Gartenlaube, which 
were sent abroad to help build national consciousness among the Auslandsdeutschtum 
themselves (after 1890 the Pan-German League carried out similar programs).53  To 
facilitate more personal connections, these organizations also established scholarships 
that enabled ethnic Germans to study within the Reich or in Austria.54 
 A more individual approach that tried to establish stronger links been distant 
“German” communities was Karl Pröll’s “German Christmas Tree” program, which 
delivered Christmas trees and presents to poorer German children living in Bohemia and 
the Siebenbürgen.  Conscious of the friction caused by other charity efforts such as 
school-building – which was often seen by political authorities as outside meddling in 
Austro-Hungarian domestic affairs – Pröll began the program in 1881 as a means of 
awakening national consciousness across borders.  Money was collected at the start of 
each winter, then transferred to a local agent or delivered by a Reichsdeutscher, who 
often then reported in nationalist newspapers on the overwhelming glee and rising 
national consciousness these gifts had caused in small children.  From its small 
beginnings of several hundred Marks, it rapidly evolved into a vast undertaking.  By its 
                                               
52
 Ibid., p. 124 
53
 CADS (Feb.1882), p. 44; CADS (Feb.1883), p.43; ADV Bl. 8 (1898), p. 51; Weidenfeller, VDA, p. 106 
54
 CADS (Jul. 1884), p. 33; CADS (Sept. 1884), p. 41 
 284 
twenty-fifth anniversary, Pröll had collected more than 67,000 Marks, distributed trees 
and presents to more than 20,000 children living in over 1600 diaspora communities.55 
Cultural nationalist organizations also sought to take advantage of local crises to 
interject themselves into the lives of the Auslandsdeutsche, treating both man made and 
natural disasters as potential opportunities for increasing national consciousness.  As 
Pröll put it in 1891, “the humanitarian goal and the national one” existed in a symbiotic 
relationship, which could “reciprocally supplement each other through donations, in 
effect increasing both.”  Thus earthquakes in lower Austria (Krain) in 1895 or San 
Francisco (1905) were followed by the establishment of relief funds, as was an outbreak 
of bad storms in Austria and Bavaria in 1899.56  These appeals generated substantial 
responses, with the Krain relief fund pulling in more than 10,000 Marks.   
As always, however, no incident provoked a stronger response then the Boer war.  
In addition to the expected denunciations of England and expressions of support for the 
Boers, cultural nationalist organizations mobilized physically and financially in order to 
participate in the conflict.  A charity fund to support wounded Boers and their families 
was created, and local chapters were encouraged to donate.  Some of the league’s most 
prominent members began to travel the country, giving lectures about the situation while 
raising money.57  The effect of these appeals was considerable.  By the end of the year 
the fund stood at over 100,000 Marks, eventually reaching a total of 635,000 Marks by 
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April of 1904.58  One person in Rostock was even so moved that they donated their 
collection of ancient Roman coins.59   
These sums were then used to fund a variety of charitable programs.  10,000 
Marks were transferred to the Johannesburg chapter for the immediate purchase of goods 
and supplies for the Boers, with another 20,000 set aside for the executive committee to 
direct.  A casualty ward (Ambulanz) was set up, and four teams of doctors and nurses 
were sent to treat the wounded.  Finally, monies were also given directly to the 
governments of the Transvaal and the Orange Free State.60  After the war, the remaining 
Boer fund was used to support veterans and their families, with one article in 1904 urging 
towns in the Reich to band together to buy a Boer family an ox, cow or agricultural 
machinery to help with their recovery.61 
Like the ethnographic travel reports, these charitable programs were also devices 
for replicating and confirming pre-conceived ideological visions of what life looked like 
on the language frontier.  The world they portrayed outside the boundaries of the Reich 
was one beset with danger for those Germans “who were not protected by the Reich’s 
eagle,” who without nationalist help would be “forced to give up the hopeless struggle.”62  
Of course, luckily for the Auslandsdeutschtum they did have a powerful big brother in the 
form of the German Empire, which was now ready to flex its newfound global might in 
their defense.  Naturally when these efforts were put into practice, the perceived results 
also reflected nationalist expectations.  Children receiving Christmas presents were not 
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only grateful to their protectors in Berlin or Leipzig, but were also conscious of the 
national meaning of the gifts they received.  Christmas was not just a religious holiday or 
a time of merriment, but “a true sign of German love, German loyalty, German minds… a 
religious-national holiday in which the entire community, young and old, could 
participate.”63  Simply put, nationalist perceived these efforts as enormously successful, 
increasing (or confirming) their own self-perception of the importance of their activities 
in defense of the nation.  That both the Pan-German’s and the School Society’s papers 
ran lists announcing the names of contributors and the amounts given for major programs 
like the Boer fund underlines the self-congratulatory performative element of these 
activities.64 
To surround oneself with symbolic representations of the greater German cultural 
community or to send money abroad to fund schools or aid in relief efforts did a great 
deal to help German nationalists imagine the existence of a close bond between 
themselves and their imagined kin living in the Diaspora.  Yet these contacts remained 
for the most part indirect, strung out over long distances.  To truly establish the type of 
intimate relationships that would transform the national community from an “imagined” 
to a “real” entity, dedicated nationalist would have to travel to the distant reaches of 
German settlement to meet their co-national brethren face to face.  In short, it required 
the development of a strong, nationally-minded travel network within the nationalist 
organizations. 
That groups like the Pan-German League or German School Society would turn to 
tourism is not surprising.  As a number of prominent historians have noted, tourism and 
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travel were integrally related to the development of German national identity, both before 
and after 1871.  By the late eighteenth century, authors like Herder and later the 
Romantics began to invest the land with deep national meanings, positing a direct 
relationship between nature and national belonging (this spirit was carried on after 1871 
by völkisch authors, preservationists and environmental activists into the twentieth 
century).65  Monument building (and visiting) also played a major role, creating national 
spaces that were “intensely personal but also highly public in the sense that large 
numbers of individuals [could] recognize the[ir] collective meaning.”66  Massive statues 
like the Hermanndenkmal in the Teutoberger forest or the 81 meter high 
Kyffhäuserdenkmal became powerful symbols of the strength of the new national 
community, reflecting and confirming the fact of its very existence. 
Within the nationalist organizations themselves, tourism served several purposes 
– the most basic of which was to foster inter-group solidarity.  Ausflüge (short 
excursions) formed a key part of Nationalist groups’ social experience, with annual 
meetings and gatherings often followed by pilgrimages to sites of great national import 
such as the Völkerschlachtdenkmal in Leipzig or the Warteburg in Eisenach.67  
Nationalists also conducted tours for pleasure, taking boat trips up the Rhine or 
wandering through the Mecklenbergian countryside. 68   Such journeys placed them in 
closer contact with nature, strengthening imagined bonds between the land and German 
national identity.  Finally, they were also a means for transforming nationalist ideology 
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into practice by “link[ing] private family concerns with larger community issues 
(nationalism).”69  To put this another way, they enabled nationalist activists to unite 
personal domestic consumption (or entertainment) and political activities, showing their 
deep commitment to the national ideal.   
Tourism was also seen as means of conducting nationality struggles beyond the 
boundaries of the German Empire, strengthening German communities abroad by 
providing them with financial and moral support.  As Wilhelm Rohmeder put it, ordinary 
Germans could perform “useful national legwork (Kleinarbeit)” through the “correct 
choice of their tourist destinations.”70  Nationalists were well aware of the triangular 
relationship between culture, economics and national identity, and sought to use their 
tourist dollars to strengthen external signs of German belonging in the region, i.e. by 
demanding German language menus and patronizing only German language 
establishments.71  To overcome imagined plots by non-German nationalist activists (who 
were supposedly trying to impose their consciousness on the population through control 
of the state, the railroad, etc.), German nationalists were reminded to speak to conductors 
only in German and to refer to cities and towns only by the German names (A.G. 
described this as a “valuable protest”).72 
In order to make this national tourism possible, nationalist activists began to 
circulate travel-related information, so that a nationally conscious family might craft their 
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own plans.73  Nationalist journals frequently carried suggestions for potential travel 
destinations, highlighting examples of historical interest, types of relaxation available 
(nearby mountains, beaches, scenic views, etc) or areas in desperate need of nationalist 
support.74   Sometime the articles laid out specific itineraries, such as Dr. G.’s suggested 
twenty-seven day wandering through the Tyrol (which supposedly could be done for 
fewer than 300 Marks).75  More generally, however, they simply supplied readers with 
the names and addresses of German-friendly restaurants, taverns and hotels, leaving it to 
individuals to make their own arrangements.76  Augmenting these rather informal efforts 
were nationally-oriented travel guides such as E.A. Bielz’ Siebenbürgen: a Handbook for 
Travelers (1885), Kurt Mündel’s The Vosges (1886) and Thormann & Goetsch’s On the 
Road to the Siebenbürgen: a Hiking Guide through the Siebenbürg-Saxon Lands 
(1900).77  The Badenese state chapter of the Pan-German League also produced their own 
guides on the Netherlands, Belgium, and the Tyrol (although they also cautioned these 
should be used as supplements to, rather than replacements for, more standard guides 
such as Baedecker’s or Meyer’s).78  Finally, some travel agents marketed their services as 
ethnographic travel experts, organizing tours to destination such as the Tyrol and lower 
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Austria.79  In 1901 Alfred Geiser proposed to lead a group to Riga to celebrate the city’s 
700th anniversary, which cost only 200 Marks roundtrip from Lübeck.80 
The end results of this development of a nationally-minded travel culture were 
mixed.  On the one hand, the experience of ethnographic travel often failed to meet 
expectations of a parallel German world in the Diaspora.  Material conditions, as 
travelers soon discovered, were quite different in a poor village in Bohemia than they 
were in metropolitan areas like Berlin or Munich, leading to frequent complaints about 
poor accommodations.  Plans for grand group tours sometimes collapsed due to lack of 
interest.  Social and economic differences also created barriers to interaction between 
tourists and locals, with the aggressively Protestant and urban background of many 
nationalist travelers coming into conflict with the rural and sometimes Catholic local 
population.81 
And yet, nationalist individual and organizational travel did lead to the creation of 
some personal bonds between Verein members and the Auslandsdeutschtum.  The 
Frankfurt neurologist August Lotz, for example, first encountered diasporic Germans 
through his student fraternity, and was successfully able to maintain such contacts 
throughout his life.  In addition, he eventually traveled to every major continental area of 
German settlement, developing new friendships while reinforcing existing ones through 
repeated visits.82   
Ethnographic travelers from the Reich or Austria also found ways to actively 
participate in local cultural celebrations as well.  In late August 1884, for example, more 
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than 15,000 tourists (including the young Max Weber) made their way from places such 
as Pest, Vienna, Berlin, Leipzig, Breslau, Munich and Regensburg to Hermannstadt in the 
Siebenbürgen in order to celebrate the 700th anniversary of its founding.  Members of 
prominent nationalist organizations such as the Gustav Adolf Verein and the German 
School Society contributed to the festivities by making speeches and toasts, while taking 
in festivities that included plays, a patriotic display by members of the local fire 
department, a shooting exhibition and finally the piece-de-resistance: a re-enactment of 
the Magyar granting of the land to German peasants.83  Of course, not every encounter 
between “Germans” inside and outside the Reich was surrounded by such fanfare.  In 
1893, E. Dahn reported a much more mundane evening spent at the Rathaus in the 
Bohemian town of Trebnitz, where he enjoyed having beers with the locals, men “who all 
affirmed the desire to persevere in their Germanness.”84 
 Finally, it is worth noting that although economic circumstance tended to favor 
travel from the center to the periphery, nationalist groups also helped bring the 
Auslandsdeutschum to back to Germany.  We have already seen how members of these 
associations created special scholarships to enable Germans living in the Diaspora to 
study within the Reich or in Austria.  In addition to these exchanges, nationalist 
associations also promoted speaking tours by prominent figures such Boer commandoes, 
generals and in 1900 Paul Krüger himself.85  Members of the Auslandsdeutschtum who 
made the trip to Germany proper were also singled out for praise at annual nationalist 
gatherings, where figures like Pol de Mont of the Flemish movement were invited to 
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address the assembled delegates.86  In addition to the speeches and other forms of 
organizational business, the meetings also included extravagant dinners, singing, toasts 
and tours of nearby landmarks – perfect opportunities for developing more enhanced 
friendships between disparate groups of Germans. 
 
Conclusion: Radicals, not Revolutionaries  
The purchase of various books and nationalist kitsch, the donation of small sums 
of money to support a school or buy a Christmas tree and travel to a particular lodge or 
hiking trail along the language frontier – these activities were just as important to the 
nationalist struggle in the late nineteenth century as some of the more dramatic examples 
of political agitation undertaken by members of groups like the Pan-German League.  
They helped build internal organizational solidarity and provided individuals with an 
illusion of agency, a belief that individual actions could affect the larger historical destiny 
of the nation.  In a sense then, they were incredibly radical, applying in the broadest sense 
democratic ideals to an area (formal state politics) that in the German-speaking lands had 
long been dominated by aristocratic elites.  They were claims of power in a battle over 
the proper relationship between the interests of the government and its inhabitants – a 
pull in a metaphoric sense in the game of tug-of-war that had played out over the broader 
course of the nineteenth century between state and people, experienced as part of the 
transition to a world built around national belonging. 
Yet as we have seen, they were not revolutionary activities.  There were no 
barricades in the streets, no calls to violence or forced resettlement.  They may have been 
subtle assertions for enhanced political power, but they took place within the framework 
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of the existing political order.  Though by the twentieth century contemporaries reported 
an increasing sense of urgency about the meaning of nationality conflicts – in both the 
formal political sense during events like the second Moroccan crisis of 1911 and in more 
daily struggles along the language frontier – they remained largely patient, confident that 
the long held liberal dream of a seamless union between state and nation would 
eventually take place.  As Hasse confidently declared in 1905, “we believe in the 
possibility and necessity of a resolution to the conflict between nation and state through 
the realization of the nationality principle.”87  Towards this, end demographic science and 
the cultural activities it enabled could help further this process along, maintaining 
German communities abroad until the day came when authorities in the Reich would see 
fit to complete the process of German unification – a day that many thought would take 
place after another European war.88 
Of course, in 1914 that war would take place, and – unfortunately for many of the 
nationalist activists involved in organizations like the School Society or Pan-German 
League – collective visions of a completion of unification would not come to fruition.  To 
the contrary, they would even be reversed, with areas claimed as German in Danzig, 
Schleswig and Alsace actually taken away (ironically these changes were often justified 
by statistical-demographic studies, a topic examined in more detail in the epilogue).  As a 
result, nationalist activists operating after 1918 would exhibit less patience, less 
willingness to operate within formal political structures.  Militarized by four hard years of 
war, they would join more revolutionary organizations such as the Stahlhelm or the 
Freikorps, and eventually the NSDAP.  This movement was obvious not pre-determined 
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by actions taken at the close of the nineteenth century.  But it did rest upon the 
expectations about the eventual union between political and cultural forms of nationhood 
in the most spatially specific terms possible – expectations that were established with the 
help of demographic and cartographic science in this period.   
To summarize then, by the end of the long nineteenth century statistics and maps 
had become the principle lens used to see the national geographies of the European 
landscape, providing them with hope that science could be used to reconstruct formal 
politics based on the nationality principle in a way that would produce social harmony.  
Each nation would be given control over its legitimate territorial domain, eliminating the 
tensions caused by nationality conflict.  No fact testifies more to the importance of 
statistical and cartographic science in supporting these expectations than their usage at 
the Paris peace conference of 1919, where they served as the basis for the reconstruction 
of the European political order.89 
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 “There shall be no annexations, no contributions, no punitive damages.  Peoples are not to be handed about 
from one sovereign to another by an international conference or an understanding between rivals and 
antagonists.  National aspirations must be respected; peoples may now be dominated and governed only by 
their own consent.  ‘Self-determination’ is not a mere phrase.  It is an imperative principle of action, which 
statesmen will henceforth ignore at their peril.” 
-Woodrow Wilson in his Four Points speech to Congress (11 February 1918) 
 
“when I gave utterance to those words [national self-determination]…I said them without the knowledge 
that nationalities existed, which are coming to us day after day” 
-Woodrow Wilson in testimony before Congress (19 August 1919)1 
 
“One map is worth a thousand words” 
-common saying among delegates to the Paris Peace Conference (1919)2 
 
“Maps were everywhere.  They were not all good…But the appeal to the map in every discussion was 
constant” – Charles Seymour, member of the American delegation to the Versailles Conference (1960)3 
 
Epilogue: Statistics, Cartography and the 
Paris Peace Conference of 1919 
 
 This dissertation began with a discussion of Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s Addresses to 
the German Nation and the effort to resist the imperial domination of the European 
continent by Napoleonic France.  It ends with Woodrow Wilson and the Paris Peace 
conference of 1919.  At first glace, the juxtaposition of the two men may seem somewhat 
odd.  After all, the former was a lowly civil servant, the latter the leader of one of the 
most powerful states in the world.  As an historical figure, Fichte is generally associated 
with the birth of radical nationalism and occasionally given some of the blame for its 
destructive and exclusionary tendencies.4  Wilson, by contrast, is a man whose faith in 
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 Quoted in Guntram Henrik Herb, Under the Map of Germany: Nationalism and Propaganda 1918-1945 
(London: Routledge, 1997), p. 16 
3
 Charles Seymour, “The End of an Empire: Remnants of Austria-Hungary” in What Really Happened at 
Paris.  The Sotry of the Paris Peace Conference, 1918-1919, ed. Edward Mandell House and Charles 
Seymour (New York: Charles Scribner, 1960), p. 108 
4
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liberalism and democracy are often highlighted as exemplary efforts in the quest to 
overcome this violent legacy.5  Yet there were also strong similarities between the two.  
Both were academics whose idealism transformed their respective addresses and 
speeches from mere words to the iconic expressions of a generation.  Both sought to 
provide the peoples of Europe with hope in a dark hour, laying out a progressive vision 
for a political and moral reconstruction that was firmly anchored in the values of human 
freedom and social harmony.6  And both would turn to the nation as the primary vessel 
through which this utopian future would be achieved. 
 
 Wilson, as one historian has described him, was a “reluctant prophet.”7  A staunch 
isolationist during his first term in office, he had made his commitment to keep the 
United States out of the war a central part of his 1916 bid for reelection.  But as the war 
dragged on in Europe, he became increasingly convinced of the necessity of American 
intervention, first through offers to mediate a settlement and then later through the 
declaration of war against Germany.  Wilson saw the old aristocratic order of Europe and 
the system of secret treaties it had spawned as the primary culprits for this unfolding 
disaster, and vowed to use American influence to replace them with an open and 
                                                                                                                                            
historical nation, and to increase scorn and suspicion of alien influences.  The effects could easily become 
devastating with nations among whom contempt for empirical common sense was professed.”  See Kohn, 
“The Paradox of Fichte’s Nationalism,” Journal of the History of Ideas 10. (Jun., 1949), p. 336    
5
 Herbert Hoover, for example, claimed in his monograph on the Wilsonian legacy that Wilson was “more 
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6
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7
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democratic system that would prevent future wars.  True to these liberal roots, he 
therefore proposed in a series of speeches between his second inaugural address in March 
of 1917 and the end of the war in November of 1918 a number of reforms that would 
form the basis of a more just and stable postwar world order: mutual disarmament, 
freedom of the seas (and of commerce in general) and a new system of international 
institutions that would foster cooperation across borders.  But at the heart of his program 
lay the Fichte-like call for the emancipation of all nations.  Each state – no matter how 
small or large – would be accorded the same rights as their neighbors; peoples would no 
longer be “handed about handed about from one sovereign to another,” but would rather 
be ruled only with the “consent of the governed.”8  “National self-determination” would 
become the watchword of the new world order – and ultimately the unofficial motto of 
the Paris peace conference in 1919. 9 
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pp. 35-37; on Soviet and American diplomacy, see Arno J. Mayer, Wilson vs. Lenin: Political Origins of 
the New Diplomacy (Cleveland: World Publishing Corp., 1959, 1964); also Manela, Wilsonian Moment, pp. 
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 The response to Wilson’s speeches was overwhelmingly positive, producing what 
Erez Manela has aptly termed the “Wilsonian moment.”10  All across the world, peoples 
of various backgrounds and ideologies embraced the idea of self-determination and the 
possibilities it held for the future of humanity.  For the downtrodden and dispirited 
Europeans his vision offered a renewed faith in continued viability of democracy and 
capitalism, refashioning them into a still worthy alternative to the more radical 
Communist experiment unfolding in Russia.  To the Central Powers it held out the 
prospect of a “just” peace, whose terms would allow them the opportunity to return to 
prosperity after the conclusion of the war.  And to the colonized peoples of Africa and 
Asia, his words were taken as the potential start for a new era of equality and freedom. 
Yet lost in this moment of enthusiasm was the same problem that had prevented 
Fichte’s dream from becoming reality nearly a century earlier – the immediate inability to 
translate the idealism of an ordered landscape of nationalities into a practical reality.  
Wilson’s words may have been a comfort to those that heard them, but they left 
unanswered key questions about what the phrase “national self-determination” meant in 
practice or how it should be applied to contemporary politics.  In the weeks and months 
after the Four Points address, for example, the American Mission in Vienna struggled to 
explain to their Austrian counterparts the practical consequences of Wilson’s 
pronouncements would have for the Hapsburg state, with repeated cables to Washington 
requesting clarification of this issue going unanswered.  Secretary of State Robert 
Lansing wondered whether the phrase was to be applied by “race, territorial area or 
community,” and expressed the fear that it would “raise hopes which can never be 
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fulfilled.”11  Before they could rebuild Europe, then, the participants of the postwar peace 
conference would have do what their nineteenth century diplomatic predecessors had 
either been unwilling (Vienna, 1814-15) or unable (Frankfurt, 1848-49, Berlin 1878) to 
do.  They would have to have to objectify nationality, to transform it into a substance that 
could readily be recognized, objectively measured and spatially quantified. 
 To carry out this Herculean task, of course, the participants at the Paris peace 
conference would turn to the long established ways of seeing the nation examined in this 
dissertation – ethnographic statistics and maps.  As we saw in chapters II and III, by the 
turn of the centuries these strategies of communication had developed into powerful 
discursive devices, whose seeming objectivity and simple legibility made them believable 
representations of the natural order many contemporaries wanted to see.  Validated as 
scientifically “accurate” by five decades of use by scholars, organizations, schools and 
the state, they therefore seemed to be a natural and fair solution to the tricky problem of 
reassigning the belonging of contested territories between the many peoples of Europe.  
As such, they would become the common currency through which claims to power would 
be made in the closing years of the war and at the Paris peace conference. 
 
Ethnographic Statistics, Maps and the Preparations for the Peace 
 Contemporaries were well aware of the importance of this cartographic discourse 
to the coming effort to reorder the European political landscape long before Wilson’s 
speeches.  As we have seen, significant private and public effort had been made to 
circulate and disseminate statistical and cartographic knowledge about the nation since 
the 1880s and 1890s.  The war, however, intensified these efforts, leading to an explosion 
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in the number of ethnographic maps and atlases published over the course of the war.12  
As early as 1915, Paul Langhans – now editor of the internationally prominent 
geographic journal Petermanns Mitteilungen – began to publish a series of maps 
examining the national relations of particular territories that figured to be key objects of 
any German-driven peace (see figure 7.1 below for an example).13  In the United States 
and Britain leaders of separatist branches of the Czech and Polish nationalist movements 
began to bombard their hosts with cartographic images of their subjugated homelands, 
both in newly founded journals such as R.W. Seton-Watson’s New Europe (f.1916) and 
on the corners of major thoroughfares such as London’s Piccadilly Circus.14  And in 
Bulgaria a collaborative effort between the country’s leading geographer, historian and 
cartographer led to the publication in 1917 of an historical atlas written in four languages 
(so that every power could read them) that advanced that its claims to Macedonia (a copy 
of one of the maps contained in the atlas by Heinrich Kiepert is displayed below in figure 
7.2).15 
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Figure 7.1: The northern half of a map entitled “The Romanian National Domain and the Political 
Development of the Romanians,” prepared by Paul Langhans and published in the pages of the 
Petermanns Mitteilungen in 1915.  It was one of several such maps published by the journal during 
the course of the war, many of which were also reproduced and sold individually to the general 
public. 
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Figure 7.2: a copy of Heinrich Kiepert’s Ethnographic Overview of the European Orient (1876) 
contained in D. Rizoff’s atlas The Bulgarians in their historical, ethnographical and political frontiers 
679-1917 (1917).  The atlas contained numerous ethnographic maps dating back to the 1840s in an 
effort to convince belligerents of the justice of Bulgaria’s claims to Macedonia as part of a potential 
peace settlement.  In this respect the inclusion of Kiepert’s map was extremely useful due to the 
excellent scholarly reputation of its author.  This particular map won the grand prize at the Paris 
International Exhibition of 1867, and was later used as a foundation for the territorial adjustments 
made at the Berlin Congress of 1878. 
 
 The importance of ethnographic maps in shaping public views of the legitimacy 
of various claims to territory was, therefore, quite obvious to most of the governments 
involved in the fighting, resulting in formal efforts by the start of 1917 to catalogue and 
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archive ethnographic, economic and historical knowledge in anticipation of the future 
peace conference.16  In Britain this endeavor was led by the historian Sir George 
Prothero, who working under the auspices of the Historical Section of the British Foreign 
Office supervised the preparation of more than one hundred and fifty handbooks 
outlining conditions in disputed areas of continental Europe.17  The French too carried out 
a similar process of information collection, though their efforts were more diversified.  
As early as December of 1914 expert commissions were created in preparation for 
potential peace negotiations, and by 1915 the Service Géographique de l’Armée and the 
Geographical Society of Paris had both begun producing separate statistical and 
cartographic reports.  In 1917 these undertakings were formalized under the Comité 
d’Etudes, headed by the historian Ernest Lavisse (the prominent geographer Paul Vidal 
de la Blache served as its vice-president until his death in 1918).18  Finally, the United 
States also had its own version of these commissions, known as “the Inquiry.”  Founded 
informally by the American diplomat Henry White and his half-brother William Buckler 
(an archaeologist) in May of 1917, it eventually grew into a body of one hundred and 
fifty scholars that was responsible for the production of over 1200 maps on subjects 
ranging from topography to economics to ethnography.19 
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 To carryout this process of geographically quantifying nationality, these scholarly 
bodies would follow the same methodologies established by men like Richard Böckh and 
Ernst Engel in the middle of the nineteenth century and legitimated by the Prussian, 
Austrian and Hungarian state statistical Bureaus at its close.  Language statistics 
(including both Muttersprache and Umgangssprache) were gathered from the various 
censuses and analyzed as reflection of national belonging.20  Researchers compared 
historical results to get an idea of contemporary movement, so that diplomats could get 
clear sense of which populations were increasing faster or which group was dominant 
within a given territory.  The British report on Bohemia, for example, found that Czechs 
were experiencing a higher natural growth rate (% of live births per 1000 minus the 
number of deaths per 1000) than their German neighbors, leading them to draw the 
conclusion that in mixed regions “the Czechs are steadily gaining ground.”  At another 
point in the report the author(s) also argued that the increasing tendency of Jews to use 
Czech rather than German as their language of daily use (as implied by census results) 
was further evidence that such a change was taking place.21   
 Figures related to language use were also often projected on to a map, providing 
an illusionary image of spatial order and the clear demarcation of national territory.22  
                                                                                                                                            
collecting.  Masaryk was an example of this phenomenon, but Milenko Vesnitsch (Serbia) and Ignance 
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Indeed, so great was this sense of certainty that British, American and French scholars 
could carry out the same type of localized separations between peoples as was witnessed 
in the “radical” German demography examined in chapter IV.23  The British report on 
Austrian Silesia, for example, divided the territory into three “distinct” sections, 
assigning belonging to one of the three major national groups (German, Czecho-Slovak 
and Polish) at the Bezirke or district level.  Thus Freiwaldau, Freudenthal and Jägerndorf 
were German, as was the town of Troppau.  The rural parts of Bielitz and Teschen were 
Polish, but the suburbs and the nearby town of Biała (in Galicia) were a German “colony” 
in their midst.24  Nationality, so it seemed to contemporary observers, had indeed become 
quantifiable, and while most were aware that certain concessions would need to be made 
for strategic and economic concerns, the prospect of fairly adjudicating territory and of 
establishing a viable postwar order seemed eminently possible.  
 
At the Paris Peace Conference 
 For all of the hope and optimism it inspired, the peace conference that marked the 
end of the “War to End all Wars” can only be described as a massive disappointment.  
Rather than laying the foundation for a new, peaceful world order, it laid the groundwork 
for a new world war – especially in Germany where it became a prime factor in the rise 
of the National Socialists and Adolf Hitler.  But these failures were experienced in more 
of a micro sense as well, as the careful pre-conference plans fell before the whims of 
statesmen and clashes of great power interests.  To begin with, the conference was 
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originally envisioned as a repeat of the great Congress of Vienna, in which all the 
belligerent powers would work together to negotiate a durable settlement.  To ensure that 
the Entente powers would honor their commitments to national self-determination and 
the establishment of new mechanisms for international cooperation, Wilson took the 
unprecedented step of traveling to Europe, becoming the first sitting American president 
to do so.  Under his personal leadership, he expected, the United States and its allies 
would hammer out a series of agreements at short pre-conference series of meetings, 
which would then lay form the basis for formal peace negotiations with the defeated 
Central Powers.  Decisions about the awarding of particular territories could be settled by 
scientific experts, whose knowledge and impartiality would assure a fair result.25 
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Figure 7.3: an example of an “expert” map used for a presentation at the Paris peace conference.  
Such maps accompanied a series of political, historical, ethnographic and economic reports, and 
conveyed a misleading sense of spatial order in the distribution of nationalities. 
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 As the saying goes, however, the best laid plans of mice and men go oft awry – 
and the experience at Paris would be no different.  Rather than producing much longed-
for consensus, the pre-conference meeting between the Entente powers degenerated into 
an imperial-like court as internal rivalries and conflicting agendas drove the previous 
allies apart.  By January it was reduced to a sitting of the four major powers (known as 
the “Supreme Council” and composed of Wilson, Lloyd George, Clemenceau and 
Orlando), who met once or twice or even sometimes three times a day to discuss a variety 
of issues (a plenary session was held at the end of each week to give the representatives 
of other countries who had participated in the war something to do while in Paris).  Over 
the course of the next five months they would hear formal presentations from some (but 
not all) of these representatives, while their aides often met informally with these same 
figures after the sessions.26 
 Just as the grand pre-conference plans for unity and a formal peace negotiation 
unraveled when put into practice, so to did the attempt to carry out an objective and 
unbiased remapping of the continent.  The tireless efforts carried out by the members of 
the Inquiry, the British Historical Section and the French Comité d’Etudes went largely 
unused by major decision makers, with aides often left to iron out the particular details of 
specific territorial adjustments.27  Great power interests frequently overrode concerns for 
accuracy, with the French, for example, strenuously insisting that their future ally of 
Czechoslovakia retain control over the Sudetenland in order to maintain a defensible 
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border.  The Italians were also uninterested in honoring the pledge to national self-
determination, as it interfered with their planned annexation of the Dalmatian coast.28 
 Instead, it was the emergent national groups in Eastern Europe that would take the 
lead role in the use of ethnographic maps and statistics.29  But these were hardly neutral 
presentations meant to honor the principle of self-determination either.  Rather, aping the 
imperialistic race for territory and expansion taught to them by the great European 
powers, they were excuses to lay claim to anything and everything they could get their 
proverbial hands on.  The Greeks claimed the remaining parts of European Turkey, as did 
Bulgaria (even after the latter had asserted in 1917 that it was “too small to dream of any 
imperialism or hegemony on the Balkan peninsula…For Bulgaria the moral element in 
policy is obligatory”).30  Both Greece and Yugoslavia pondered a partition of Albania, 
while virtually everyone contemplated taking Macedonia.31  Meanwhile, the Polish 
delegation asserted the primacy of the principle that census data on language spoken 
should be taken for national belonging in the west, while simultaneously arguing that 
only religious statistics would do for the determination of its eastern border (this made 
Ruthenians “Poles” rather than “Ukrainians” and potentially would have increased the 
size of the new Polish state).32  It is little wonder than that in 1921 the American expert 
Isaiah Bowman would recall these presentations by stating that: 
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 Typical was the following exchange between the American Secretary of State Robert Lansing and the 
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Each one of the Central European nationalities had its own bag of statistical and  
cartographic tricks.  When statistics failed, use was made of maps in colour.  It  
would take a huge monograph to contain an analysis of all the types of map forgeries 
that the war and the peace conference called forth.  A new instrument was discovered 
– the map language.33 
 
 Tricks, forgeries, misrepresentations; these were morally loaded terms that called 
into question one of the primary strengths of the statistic and the map as a form of 
communication – its perceived objectivity.  And at Paris, the Americans were hardly the 
only ones to level such charges at the information they were presented with.  The 
representatives of the various nationalities themselves also called into question each 
other’s representations, highlighting methodological problems in the way in which data 
was collected or presented.34  The Czech delegation, for example, disputed Polish claims 
to the duchy of Teschen, which were based primarily on Austrian census results 
(Umgangssprache).  How was it possible, they asked, that a town such as Albrechtice 
could change from a ratio of 1029 Czechs and no Poles in 1880 to no Czechs and 1079 
Poles just ten years later?  Clearly the data itself was flawed, and in this instance other 
metrics had to be applied to properly determine this area’s national belonging (as we saw 
above, the Poles had no trouble accepting German census data when it played to their 
benefit).  To strengthen their own claims, the Czechs asserted that the peoples living in 
this area were historically migrants from Galicia and that their local dialect (Moravian) 
was linguistically closer to Czech than Polish.35  The Slovak delegation made a similar 
appeal when questioning the official results of the Hungarian census of 1910, arguing that 
the question about mother-tongue on the census had frequently been answered by social 
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risers in favor of the dominant language and by charging that Hungarian authorities has 
actually falsified census returns to overstate the number of Hungarians.36 
 This pattern of questioning statistical and cartographic information may look on 
the surface like the cynical manipulation of scientific data for personal or national gain.  
Yet as we have seen, it also fit within a long tradition within the discipline of statistical 
analysis.  As far back as Czoernig’s famous ethnographic study of the Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy, statisticians had sought to reconcile the methodological shortcomings inherent 
in the measurement of nationality through census queries about language by making 
slight adjustments to the results.  These alterations were seen as critical analytic steps in 
ensuring the accuracy of the studies, and in the end helped established the believability of 
these representations.  This same phenomenon was also at work in Paris, so that as long 
as these “corrections” seemed to the members of the various territorial committees to be 
reasonable refinements that did not compromise the perceived objectivity of their 
respective studies, they enhanced rather than subtracted from their credibility. 
 
The Legacy of Statistics and Maps at the Peace Conference 
 The ideological and practical flexibility of ethnographic maps and statistics at the 
Paris peace conference made them ideal strategies of communication for asserting claims 
to territory and power – a fact that as we have seen made their production incredibly 
popular in the years 1917-1919.  Yet for the losers – the states who ended up losing 
territory partially on their behalf – they became a symbol of where the peace conference 
had gone terribly wrong and a justification for future revisions.  Germans, in particular, 
were late to this game of cartographic competition, and their exclusion from the early 
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stages of the peace process put them at a decided disadvantage in this regard (they were 
also hurt by the existence of multiple ethnographic maps of the former German Empire 
such as Paul Langhans’ Alldeutscher Atlas that represented large sections of West Prussia 
as “Polish”).  Efforts by German scholars such as the Berlin geographer Albrecht Penck’s 
comprehensive map of Germans and Poles in 11,000 communities in Western Prussia, for 
example, failed to compete with the maps prepared by their Polish counterparts, who 
enjoyed the clear sympathies of the Entente powers.37  The inability to widely circulate 
this cartographic knowledge in the immediate postwar period (especially outside the 
German context) also played a role in their diminished effectiveness.  Penck’s map, for 
example, was conducted on such a small scale (1:100,000 on 116 separate sections) that 
only 18 sheets of it were ever published – and this well after the end of the peace 
conference had ended.38  As a result, they had little influence on its outcome, serving 
more as a symbol of the unfairness with which Germans were being treated than as a tool 
of conflict resolution.39 
 In the short term, the impotence of German cartography in the immediate postwar 
period produced a new discursive emphasis within the profession on the idea of accuracy 
– expressed both in terms of the ability to measure and to represent ethnographic data.40  
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Maps unfavorable to the German position in Central Europe such as Jakob Spett’s 
Nationality Map of the Eastern Provinces of the German Empire (1918) were publicly 
ridiculed as “forgeries” and “falsifications,” with the practice of making “adjustments” to 
census data identified as the primary method through which these nefarious images were 
produced.41  The use of color was also called into question, with Weimar era critics 
expressing disappointment in pre-war cartographic work by German scholars.  Langhans, 
for example, was criticized for his use of duller tones on several of his ethnographic maps 
published in Deutsche Erde, which his peers felt did not adequately represent the German 
presence in mixed areas well enough.  At the same time, however, German cartographers 
also continued to make their own “adjustments” to produce more favorable images.  In 
the postwar period, it became fashionable to identify the Slavic-speaking Kaschubes as a 
separate nationality – a decision which effectively diluted the overall concentration of 
Poles in areas like the corridor.  Bilingual individuals were also sometimes treated as a 
separate analytical category and cartographers began experimenting with new visual 
schemes to emphasize population density in nationality maps (these maps increased the 
seeming presence of Germans in urban areas like Danzig/Gdansk, while decreasing the 
visual impact of Poles in nearby rural areas).42 
 In the long run, however, the continued inconsistencies experienced in the quest 
to develop a reliable and “fair” means of ethnographic mapping led German 
cartographers and geographers to begin experimenting with new conceptual models that 
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treated space as an organic unit and which were therefore easier to map.43  Individual 
distinctions within territorial units were dismissed, replaced by models that argued that 
the various economic (rail, water and electrical lines) and cultural (ways of using the 
land, transportation networks, etc) phenomena present there bound peoples together more 
closely than the language they spoke or their confession. A similar effort was made to 
develop the idea of the Volksboden or national domain, which awarded territories like 
Bohemia to the Germans based on their historical dominance there.  By the mid-1920s, 
these ideas had made significant inroads into the very same knowledge networks that had 
once helped establish the legitimacy of census-based investigations of language – into 
schools, professional journals, political organizations and think tanks such as the 
Endowment for German National and Cultural Research (Stiftung für deutsche Volks- und 
Kulturbodenforschung).44  As a result, German geopolitical thought began to turn away 
from the Wilsonian/Fichtean ideal of an existent and ordered landscape of nationalities 
and towards a Haushoferian/Hitlerian conception of territory as a plastic mass that was to 
be the object of active political and national development.  Germans would assert control 
over the boundaries between peoples and reshape them to suit their own needs. 
 
 In the end then, the use of ethnographic maps and statistics at the Paris peace 
conference reveals both their success and failure.  On the one hand, they made it possible 
for Europeans to see the specific spatial expression of European national geographies, 
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with each town, valley or district assigned to a particular group.  They transformed the 
chaos of the nation into order, making it possible for individuals, organization and states 
to develop strategies to deal with or to respond to various expressions of nationality in the 
fields of politics, economics and culture.  In short, they transformed nationality into 
something that was believable – that through the use of statistics and maps could be seen 
and touched and acted upon in everyday reality. 
 Yet at the same time, they were never able to fulfill this promise – to absolutely 
discover and firmly isolate or objectify the substance of nationality.  National identity 
remained a subjective, plastic quality whose exact definition was constantly being 
negotiated between individuals and the various social discourses that surrounded them.  
As such, it was always a dangerous foundation for the practice of politics, since 
geographies of national identity could shift so rapidly – a lesson many European Jews 
would learn all to well in the 1930s.  But they were also dangerous because they were 
such effective strategies of communication, which not only promised order, but whose 
flexibility and scientific authority made them the perfect instruments to reinforce various 
ideological beliefs.  Put another way, they produced an illusory sense of certainty that 
made other abstract concepts seem increasingly real.  Nowhere was this phenomenon 
more obvious than in the development of racial science, whose methodologies were 
largely anticipated by the nineteenth century movement to quantify national belonging 
using statistical and cartographic science.45  In the end then, the true legacy of these 
disciplines was to facilitate the elevation of ideology over actuality, to make the 
imaginary into the real. 
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 If the history of the “short” twentieth century has taught us anything, it is the 
danger inherent in this kind of sleepwalking.46  One final anecdote will drive this point 
home.  In 1919 as scholarly experts and diplomats met to hash out the boundaries of the 
future Polish-Russian border, an American visitor to the city of Lviv/Lwów/Lemberg 
encountered a local who pointed out some recent damage caused by the Russo-Polish 
war.  “You those little holes?” the local remarked.  “We call them here ‘Wilson’s Points.’  
They have been made with machine guns; the big gaps have been made with hand 
grenades.  We are now engaged in self-determination, and God knows what and when the 
end will be.”47 
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